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Chapter  Vll—Commodity  Stabilization 
Service  (Farm  Marketing  Quotas 
and  Acreage  Allotments),  Depart¬ 
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Part  727 — Maryland  Tobacco 

MARKETING  QUOTA  REGULATIONS,  1956-57 
MARKETING  YEAR;  MISCELLANEOUS 
AMENDMENTS 

'Die  amendments  contained  herein  are 
based  on  the  marketing  quota  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  applicable  to  tobacco 
(7.  U.  S.  C.  1311-1315),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
(63  Stat.  1051).  The  Maryland  Tobacco 
Marketing  Quota  Regulations,  1956-57 
Marketing  Year  (21  P.  R.  6260)  are 
amended  (a)  to  provide  for  listing  in¬ 
debtedness  due  the  United  States  upon 
within  quota  marketing  cards  issued  pur¬ 
suant  to  such  regulations,  (b)  to  include 
the  official  average  price  for  Maryland 
tobacco  for  the  1955-56  marketing  year, 
and  (c)  to  include  the  actual  rate  of  pen¬ 
alty  per  pound  upon  marketings  of  excess 
tobacco  subject  to  marketing  quotas  dur¬ 
ing  the  1956-57  marketing  year.  The 
act  provides  that  the  penalty  rate  on 
marketings  of  excess  tobacco  shall  be 
seventy-five  (75)  percent  of  the  average 
market  price  (calculated  to  the  nearest 
whole  cent)  for  the  preceding  marketing 
year. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  County  Offices  are  preparing  to 
issue  marketing  cards  which  will  evi¬ 
dence  price  support  eligibility,  and  the 
1956  crop  of  Maryland  tobacco  is  now 
being  harvested  and  a  few  sales  have 
been  made.  In  view  thereof  and  in  order 
that  the  rate  of  penalty  may  be  made 
known  to  producers  who  now  desire  to 
market  tobacco  and  to  warehousemen 
and  buyers  who  are  responsible  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  the- penalty  on  marketings  of 
excess  tobacco,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
amendments  set  forth  herein  be  made 
effective  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
The  amendment  with  respect  to  the  rate 
of  penalty  is  the  result  of  a  mere  mathe¬ 
matical  calculation  required  by  the  act. 
Accordingly,  it  is  hereby  found  and  de¬ 
termined  Uiat  compliance  with  the  no¬ 


tice,  public  procedure,  and  effective  date 
requirements  of  Section  4  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1003) 
is  impracticable,  unnecessary,  and  con- 
tary  to  the  public  interest,  and  the 
amendments  contained  herein  shall  be 
effective  upon  filing  of  this  document 
with  the  Director,  Division  of  the  Federal 
Register. 

1.  Section  727.738  (c)  of  the  Maryland 
tobacco  marketing  quota  regulations, 
1956-57  marketing  year  (21  F.  R.  6260) 
is  hereby  amended  by  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  subparagraph  (3)  at  the  end 
thereof : 

(3)  If  any  producer  on  a  farm  is  in¬ 
debted  to  the  United  States  and  such 
indebtedness  is  listed  on  the  county  debt 
register,  any  within  quota  marketing 
card  issued  for  such  farm  in  accordance 
with  subparagraph  (1)  of  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  bear  the  notation  “Indebted 
to  U.  S.”  on  the  front  cover  thereof  and 
on  the  county  office  copy  of  each  memo¬ 
randum  of  sale,  and  the  name  of  the 
debtor  and  the  amount  of  the  indebted¬ 
ness  shall  be  shown  on  the  inside  back 
cover  of  the  marketing  card:  Provided, 
That  if  the  producer  named  as  debtor 
,on  the  card  objects  to  the  issuance  of, 
or  after  issuance  to  the  use  of,  a  within 
quota  marketing  card  bearing  the  nota¬ 
tion  and  information  of  indebtedness  to 
the  United  States  thereon  as  provided  in 
this  subparagraph,  an  excess  marketing 
card  (ineligible  for  price  support  loans) 
showing  “zero  percent”  penalty  shall  be 
issued  for  such  farm.  The  acceptance 
and  use  of  a  within  quota  marketing  card 
bearing  a  notation  and  information  of 
indebtedness  to  the  United  States  by  the 
producer  named  as  debtor  on  such  card 
shall  constitute  an  authorization  by  such 
producer  to  any  tobacco  warehouseman 
to  pay  to  the  United  States  the  price  sup¬ 
port  advance  due  the  producer  to  the 
extent  of  his  indebtedness  set  forth  on 
such  card,  but  not  to  exceed  that  portion 
of  the  price  support  advance  remaining 
after  deduction  of  usual  warehouse  and 
authorized  price  support  charges  and 
amounts  due  prior  lien  holders.  The 
acceptance  and  use  of  a  within  quota 
marketing  card  bearing  a  notation  and 
Information  of  indebtedness  to  the 
United  States  shall  not  constitute  a 
waiver  of  any  right  by  the  producer  to 
(Continued  on  next  page) 
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contest  the  validity  of  such  indebtedness 
by  appropriate  administrative  appeal  or 
legal  action. 

2.  Section  727.747  of  the  Maryland  To¬ 
bacco  Marketing  Quota  Regulations, 
1956-57  Marketing  Year  (21  F.  R.  6260) 
is  hereby  amended  by  adding  the  two  fol¬ 
lowing  additional  paragraphs  (c)  and 
(d): 

(c)  Average  market  price.  The  aver¬ 
age  market  price  as  determined  by  the 
Agriculture  Estimates  Division,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  for  the 
1955-56  marketing  year  was  49.6  cents 
per  pound. 

(d)  Rate  of  penalty  per  pound.  The 
penalty  per  pound  upon  marketings  of 
excess  tobacco  subject  to  marketing 
quotas  during  the  1956-57  marketing 
year  shall  be  thirty-seven  (37)  cents  per 
pound. 

(Sec.  375,  52  Stat.  66,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C. 
1375.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  314,  52  Stat.  48, 
as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C.  1314) 

Done  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  4th 
day  of  October  1956.  Witness  my  hand 
and  seal  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

[seal]  Earl  L.  Butz, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8107;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


Chopter  IX — Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  (Marketing  Agreements  and 
Orders),  Department  of  Agriculture 

[959.314  Arndt.  2] 

Part  959 — Irish  Potatoes  Grown  in 
Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties  in 
California  and  in  All  Counties  in 
Oregon,  Except  Malheur  County 

LIMITATION  OF  SHIPMENTS 

Findings,  a.  Pursuant  to  marketing 
Agreement  No.  114  and  Order  No.  59,  as 
amended  (7  CFR  Part  959;  20F.  R.  7068) , 
regulating  the  handling  of  Irish  potatoes 
grown  in  Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties  in 
California  and  in  all  counties  in  Oregon, 
except  Malheur  County,  effective  under 
the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended  (48  Stat.  31,  as  amended; 
7  U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.),  and  upon  the 
basis  of  the  recommendation  and  in¬ 
formation  submitted  by  the  Oregon- 
California  Potato  Committee,  established 
pursuant  to  said  amended  marketing 
agreement  and  amended  order,  and  upon 
other  available  information,  it  is  hereby 
found  that  the  amendment  to  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  shipments,  as  hereinafter  pro- 
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vided,  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  declared 
policy  of  the  act. 

b.  It  is  hereby  found  that  it  is  imprac¬ 
ticable  and  contrary  to  the  public  in¬ 
terest  to  give  preliminary  notice,  engage 
in  public  rule  making  procedure,  and 
postpone  the  effective  date  of  this 
amendment  until  30  days  after  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  Federal  Register  (5  U.  S.  C. 
1001  et  seq.)  in  that  (i)  the  time  inter¬ 
vening  between  the  date  when  informa¬ 
tion  upon  which  this  amendment  is  based 
became  available  and  the  time  when  this 
amendment  must  become  effective  in 
order  to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of 
the  act  is  insufficient;  (ii)  more  orderly 
marketing  in  the  public  int^est,  than 
would  otherwise'  prevail,  will  be  promoted 
by  regulating  the  shipment  of  potatoes  in 
the  manner  set  forth  below,  on  and  after 
the  effective  time  of  this  amendment, 
(iii)  the  provisions  of  the  current  limita¬ 
tion  of  shipments  regulation  (§  959.314; 
21  F.  R.  4945, 6886)  will  continue  hi  effect 
until  July  1,  1957,  unless  sooner  termi¬ 
nated,  suspended,  or  amended;  (iv)  on 
or  about  September  23-24, 1956,  the  rate 
of  harvesting  the  fall  crop  of  potatoes  in 
the  production  area  had  already  reached, 
or  was  about  to  reach,  its  peak;  (v)  on 
September  23-24,  1956,  the  committee 
held  a  meeting  for  making  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  the  appropriate  requirements 
that  should  be  in  effect  with  respect  to 
the  handling  of  the  largest  portion  of 
such  harvested  potatoes  and  would  tend 
to  maximize  the  benefits  accruing  from 
the  regulatory  program  and  the  act,  and 
all  interested  parties  were  afforded  an 
opportunity  to  present  their  views  there¬ 
on  to  the  committee  at  such  meeting; 
(vi)  information  regarding  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  recommendation  has  been  made 
available  to  producers,  handlers,  and  all 
other  interested  parties  in  the  production 
area,  which  recommendation  contained 
the  same  provisions  as  the  amendment 
hereinafter  set  forth;  (vii)  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  made  effective  at  the 
time  hereinafter  set  forth,  and  notice 
thereof,  including  its  effective  time, 
should  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  as  soon  as  practical  to  afford 
persons  subject  thereto  the  maximum 
time  to  prepare  therefor;  (viii)  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  amendment  will  not  re¬ 
quire  any  special  preparation  on  the 
part  of  handlers  which  cannot  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  such  effective  time;  and  (ix) 
reasonable  time  is  permitted,  under  the 
circumstances  for  such  preparation. 

Order,  as  amended.  The  provisions  of 
paragraph  (b)  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  and 
(5)  of  §  959.314  (21  F.  R.  4945,  6886)  are 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(b)  Order.  (1)  During  the  period 
from  October  10,  1956,  to  June  30,  1957, 
both  dates  inclusive,  no  handler  shall 
ship  potatoes  of  any  variety  grown  in 
any  district  unless  the  potatoes  meet 
either  of  the  following  requirements: 

(i) -  The  potatoes  were  grown  in  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  3  and  grade  at  least  U.  S.  No.  2, 
or  better  grade  up  to,  but  not  including, 
U.  S.  No.  1,  and  are  of  a  size  not  smaller 
than  1%  inches  in  diameter; 

(ii)  The  potatoes  grade  U.  S.  No.  2, 
or  better  grade  up  to,  but  not  including, 
U.  S.  No.  1,  and  weigh  not  less  than  6 
ounces;  or 


(iii)  The  potatoes  grade  at  least  U.  S. 
No.  1  and  are  of  a  size  not  smaller  than 
2  inches  in  diameter  or  4  ounces  in 
weight: 

Provided,  That  potatoes  meeting  the 
aforesaid  applicable  grade  and  size  re¬ 
quirements  in  subdivisions  (ii)  and  (iii) 
of  this  subparagraph  may  be  commingled 
in  the  handling  thereof. 

(2)  During  the  period  from  October 
10,  1956,  to  June  30,  1957,  both  dates 
inclusive,  and  subject  to  the  require¬ 
ments  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (1)  of 
this  paragraph,  no  handler  shall  ship  any 
lot  of  potatoes  of  any  variety  if  such 
potatoes  are  more  than  “slightly 
skinned,”  as  such  term  is  defined  in  the 
United  States  Standards  for  Potatoes 
(§§  51.1540  to  51.1559  of  this  title) ,  which 
means  that  not  more  than  10  percent  of 
such  potatoes  have  more  than  one-fourth 
of  the  skin  missing  or  “feathered”:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  during  such  period,  not  to 
exceed  100  himdredweight  of  each  vari¬ 
ety  of  such  potatoes  may  be  handled 
every  seven  days  without  regard  to  the 
aforesaid  skinning  requirements  if  the 
handler  thereof  reports,  prior  to  such 
handling,  the  name  and  address  of  the 
producer  of  such  potatoes,  and  each  ship¬ 
ment  hereunder  is  handled  as  an  identi¬ 
fiable  entity. 

(3)  Pursuant  to  §  959.53,  each  handler 
may  ship  not  in  excess  of  five  hundred¬ 
weight  per  week  without  regard  to  the 
limitations  set  forth  in  subparagraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  this  paragraph  and 
§§  959.42  and  959.60. 

(4)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  section,  the  limitations  set  forth  in 
subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  not  be  applicable  to  ship¬ 
ments  of  potatoes  for  the  following  pur¬ 
poses:  (1)  Grading  or  storing  within  the 
district  where  grown;  (ii)  certified  seed 
potatoes;  (iii)  export;  (iv)  canning  or 
freezing;  (v)  dehydration  or  manufac¬ 
ture  or  conversion  into  starch,  fiour,  or 
alcohol;  (vi)  charity;  (vii)  potato  chip¬ 
ping;  (viii)  livestock  feed  within  the  dis- 

•trict  where  grown,  except  that  potatoes 
grown  in  District  No.  2  or  District  No.  4 
may  be  shipped  for  livestock  feed  within, 
or  to,  such  districts  for  such  purpose. 

(5)  During  the  period  October  10, 
1956,  to  June  30,  1957,  both  dates  in¬ 
clusive:  (i)  No  handler  shall  ship  (a)  po¬ 
tatoes  for  export  which  do  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  U.  S.  No.  1  or  better 
grade,  1 V2.  inches  minimum  diameter,  or 
(5)  potatoes  for  dehydration  or  manu¬ 
facture  or  conversion  into  starch,  flour, 
or  alcohol  which  do  not  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  85  percent  of  the  U.  S.  No.  1 
or  better  grade,  V/2  inches  minimum 
diameter;  (ii)  potatoes  grown  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  district  and  which  fail  to  meet 
applicable  grade  and  size  requirements 
of  this  section  because  of  damage  from 
shriveling  or  sprouting  caused  by  the 
conditioning  of  the  potatoes  for  potato 
chipping  may  be  shipped  for  use  for 
potato  chipping;  (iii)  potatoes  grown  in 
a  particular  district  and  which  by  clip¬ 
ping  second  growth  could  be  made  to 
meet  the  aforesaid  applicable  grade  and 
size  requirements  may  be  shipped  for  use 
for  potato  chipping  without  such  clip¬ 
ping;  (iv)  potatoes  grown  in  a  particu¬ 
lar  district  and  which  meet  the  aforesaid 


requirements  for  potatoes  for  chipping 
may  be  commingled  in  the  handling 
thereof  for  use  for  potato  chipping;  and 
(V)  potatoes  grown  in  a  particular  dis¬ 
trict  which  have  been  conditioned  for  use 
for  potato  chipping  and  from  which  both 
ends  are  clipped  or  from  which  more 
than  one-fourth  of  the  potato  has  been 
cut  away  if  in  such  cases  the  remaining 
portion  weighs  6  ounces  or  more,  may  be 
shipped  for  use  for  potato  chipping  if 
such  potatoes  otherwise  meet  the  appli¬ 
cable  grade  requirements. 

(Sec.  5,  49  Stat.  753,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C. 
608c) 

Done  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  5th 
day  of  October  1956,  to  become  effective 
October  10, 1956. 

[seal]  -  S.  R.  Smith, 

Director, 

Fruit  and  Vegetable  Division. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  66-8152;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:54  a.  m.] 


TITLE  9— ANIMALS  AND 
ANIMAL  PRODUCTS 

Chapter  I — Agricultural  Research 

Service,  Department  of  Agriculture 

Subchapter  A — Meal  Inspection  Regulations 

Part  28 — Definitions  and  Standards  op 
Identity 

oleomargarine  or  margarine;  identity; 

LABEL  STATEMENT  OF  OPTIONAL  INGRE¬ 
DIENTS 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  conferred 
by  the  Meat  Inspection  Act,  as  amended 
(21  U.  S.  C.  71-91  and  section  306  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19  U.  S.  C.  1306), 
§28.1  (a)  (2)  (iv)  of  the  Meat  Inspection 
Regulations  (9  CFR,  1955  Supp.,  28.1  (a) 
(2)  (iv)  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

(iv)  Any  combination  of  nonfat  dry 
milk  and  water  in  which  the  weight  of 
the  nonfat  dry  milk  is  not  less  than  10 
percent  of  the  weight  of  the  water; 

The  amendment  deletes  the  term 
“dried  skim  milk”  formerly  appearing  in 
the  definition  and  standard  of  identity 
for  oleomargarine  or  margarine  con¬ 
taining  animal  fats  and  substitutes 
therefor  the  term  “nonfat  dry  milk”,  in 
order  to  conform  the  nomenclature  of 
the  provision  with  that  contained  in  the 
amended  definition  and  standard  of 
identity  for  oleomargarine  or  margarine 
promulgated  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  Such 
change  does  not  alter  the  substantive 
provisions  of  the  definition  and  standard 
of  identity.  Accordingly,  it  is  found  upon 
good  cause  that  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  in  connection  with  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  unnecessary  and  good  cause  is 
found  for  making  the  amendment  effec¬ 
tive  in  less  than  30  days  after  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

The  foregoing  amendment  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

(Ch.  2907,  34  Stat.  1260,  sec.  306,  46  Stat.  689; 
19  U.  S.  C.  1306,  21  U.  S.  C.  89) 
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Done  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  2d 
day  of  October  1956. 

[SEAL]  M.  R.  Clarkson, 

Acting  Administrator, 
Agricultural  Research  Service. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  66-8095;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1966{  * 
8:48  a.  m.] 


TITLE  IS^COMMERCE  AND 
FOREIGN  TRADE 

Chapter  III — Bureau  of  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  Department  of  Commerce 

Subchapter  B— Export  Regulations 
-{8th  Gen.  Rev.  of  Expert  Regs.,  Arndt.  141 

Part  373 — ^Licensing  Policies  and 
Related  Special  Provisions 

ALUmNDM  SCRAP  (NEW  AND  OLD)  AND 
ALUMINUM  REMELT  INGOTS 

Section  373.71  Supplement  1;  Time, 
schedules  for  submission  of  applications 
for  licenses  to  export  certain  Positive  List 
commodities  is  amended  by  adding  the 
dates  “October  6,  1956-December  15, 
1956”  in  the  column  headed  “Fourth 
Quarter,  1956”  for  the  following  com¬ 
modities: 

Dept,  of 
Com¬ 
merce  Commodity 

Schedule 
B  No. 


6.10050  Aluminum  scrap  (new  and  old). 
630070  Aluminum  remelt  ingots. 


(Sec.  3,  63  Stat.  7,  as  amended;  50  U.  S.  C. 
App.  2023.  E.  O.  9630,  10  P.  R.  12245,  3»CPR, 
1945  Supp.,  E.  O.  9919,  13  P.  R.  59.  3  CPR, 
1948  Supp.) 

This  amendment  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  as  of  October  6,  1956. 

Loring  K.  Mact, 
Director, 

Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8101;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


TITLE  21-— FOOD  AND  DRUGS 

Chapter  I — Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare 

Subchapter  C— Drugs 
Part  130 — ^New  Drugs 

NEOMYCIN  sulfate  NASAL  DROPS  AND 
sprays;  revision  of  recommended  dos¬ 
ages 

There  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  August  22,  1956  (21  F.  R. 
6301),  a  notice  and  text  of  a  proposed 
amendment  to  §  130.102  (a) .  No  com¬ 
ments  nor  objections  were  filed  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  proposed  amendment  within 
the  30 -day  period  stipulated  in  the 
above-referenced  notice,  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  set  out  below  is  hereby  ordered, 
pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  by  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,*and  Cos¬ 
metic  Act  (secs.  503,  505,  701;  65  Stat. 
649,  52  Stat.  1052,  1055;  21  U.  S.  C.  353, 
355,  371)  and  delegated  to  the  Commis¬ 


sioner  of  Pood  and  Drugs  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  (21  CFR  130.101  (b) ;  21  P.  R.  5576, 
5582). 

In  §  130.102  Exemption  for  certain 
drugs  limited  by  new-drug  applications 
to  prescription  sale,  paragraph  (a)  (9) 
(vii)  is  changed  to  read  as  follows: 

(vii)  The  dosages  recommended  or 
suggested  in  the  directions  for  use  do 
not  exceed:  Por  adults,  the  equivalent  of 
0.24  milligram  of  neomycin  base  per  nos¬ 
tril  per  dose,  or  5  doses  in  a  24-hour 
period;  for  children  over  3  years  of  age, 
the  equivalent  of  0.16  milligram  of  neo¬ 
mycin  base  per  nostril  per  dose,  or  5 
doses  in  a  24-hour  period. 

(Sec.  701,  52  Stat.  1055,  as  amended;  21 
U.  S.  C.  371) 

This  order  shall  become  effective  30 
days  from  the  date  of  its  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

Dated:  October  3,  1956. 

[seal]  Geo.  P.  Larrick, 

Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8086;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 
8:45  a.  m.] 

TITLE  32— NATIONAL  DEFENSE 

Chapter  V — Department  of  the  Army 

Subchapter  E— Organized  Reserves 

Part  562 — Reserve  Officers’  Training 
Corps 

MISCELLANEOUS  AMENDMENTS 

1.  Section  562.12  (a)  (1)  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows: 

§  562.12  Classification  of  ROTC  units. 
Senior  division,  military  schools  division, 
and  junior  division  units  are  classified 
according  to  the  type  of  institution  at 
which  such  units  are  established,  as  indi¬ 
cated  below: 

(a)  Senior  division.  The  senior  di¬ 
vision  units  are  classified  as  follows: 

(1)  Class  MC  (.Military  Colleges) .  (i) 
for  the  purpose  of  qualifying  as  a  mili¬ 
tary  college  within  the  meaning  of  sub¬ 
section  6  (a).  Universal  Military  'Train¬ 
ing  and  Service  Act,  as  amended:  Units 
established  at  essentially  military  col¬ 
leges  or  universities  which  confer  bac¬ 
calaureate  or  graduate  degrees;  at  which 
the  average  age  of  the  students  at  the 
time  of  graduation  is  not  less  than  21 
years ;  which  require  all  students  to  pur¬ 
sue  military  training  throughout  the 
undergraduate  course  and  require  all 
members  of  the  ROTC  to  be  habitually  in 
uniforms;  which  constantly  maintain 
military  discipline;  which  have  as  ob¬ 
jectives  the  development  of  the  student 
by  means  of  military  training  and  the 
regulation  of  his  conduct  in  accordance 
with  disciplinary  principles. 

(ii)  In  the  application  of  the  above 
definition  and  criteria  for  the  qualifica¬ 
tion  of  an  institution  as  class  MC  (mil¬ 
itary  college) ,  exceptions  to  the 
provisions  that  all  undergraduate  stu¬ 
dents  pursue  military  training  may  be 
made  for  the  following  categories  of  male 
undergraduate  students: 

(a)  Foreign  national. 

(b)  Individuals  who  are  not  liable  for 
Induction  by  virtue  of  having  honorably 
completed  active  training  and  service. , 


(c)  Students  physically  disabled  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  incapable  of  pur¬ 
suing  the  required  military  training. 

(iii)  Exception  may  be  made  also  for 
Institutions  that  admit  female  students, 
providing  that  all  other  requirements 
are  met  with  respect  to  the  male  under¬ 
graduate  student  body. 

(iv)  For  the  purpose  of  qualifying  for 
class  MC  special  rate  of  commutation  in 
lieu  of  uniforms,  as  announced  annually, 
essentially  military  colleges  are  further 
defined  as  follows  and  will  maintain  the 
following  standards:  Colleges  or  univer¬ 
sities,  fully  accredited  by  their  appro¬ 
priate  regional  accrediting  associations, 
which  confer  baccalaureate  or  graduate 
degrees;  that  admit  to  their  under¬ 
graduate  student  bodies  only  male  stu¬ 
dents,  except  that  female  students  may 
be  admitted  if  the  military  college  phase 
of  a  coeducational  institution  is  com¬ 
pletely  self-contained  and  the  female 
students  are  separate  from  military  ac¬ 
tivities  including  classroom  instruction; 
that  organize  their  entire  male  under¬ 
graduate  student  bodies  into  a  corps  of 
cadets  under  strict  and  constantly  main¬ 
tained  military  discipline;  that  require 
all  physically  qualified  members  of  their 
corps  of- cadets,  except  foreign  nationals 
and  individuals  who  are  not  liable  for 
induction  by  virtue  of  having  honorably 
completed  active  training  and  service, 
to  qualify  for  and  enroll  in  ROTC  units 
of  the  appropriate  service;  that  require 
all  members  of  the  corps  of  cadets  to  be 
in  appropriate  uniform  at  all  times  when 
on  the  post,  reservation,  or  campus ;  that 
have  as  a  major  objective  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  potential  junior  oflScers  of  ex¬ 
ceptionally  high  quality  by  means  of 
military  discipline  and  training  inte¬ 
grated  with  appropriate  academic  educa¬ 
tion;  and  that  achieve  this  objective  by 
maintaining  at  all  times  an  environment 
and  atmosphere  in  which  all  members 
of  their  corps  of  cadets  can  be  developed 
in  character  and  military  proficiency 
by  being  properly  trained  in  military  sub¬ 
jects,  constantly  subjected  to  military 
discipline,  standards,  and  precepts,  and 
effectively  indoctrinated  in  military  tra¬ 
ditions  and  ethics;  and  which,  in 
summation,  generally  meet  military 
standards  similar  to  those  maintained  at 
the  Service  Academies. 

2.  Sections  562.58  through  562.67,  per¬ 
taining  to  training  camps,  are  revoked. 

[C6,  AR  145-350,  Sept.  14,  1956;  AR  145-30, 
Aug.  16, 1956]  (R.  S.  161;  5U.S.C.22) 

[SEAL]  John  A.  Klein, 

Major  General,  U.  S.  Army, 

The  Adjutant  General. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8084;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:45  a.  m.] 


Chapter  XIV — The  Renegotiation 
Board 

Subchapler  B— Renegotiation  Board  Regulations 
Under  the  1951  Act 

Part  1470 — Information  Required  op 
Contractors 

filing  of  financial  statement 

Section  1470.3  Filing  of  financial  state- 
ment  is  amended  by  deleting  paragraph 
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(b)  in  its  entirety  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

(b)  When  renegotiable  sales  are  less 
than  statutory  floor”.  In  accordance - 
with  the  requirements  of  section  105 
(e)  (1)  of  the  act,  the  "Statement 
of  Non-Applicability  of  the  Renegotia¬ 
tion  Act  of  1951,  as  amended"  is  hereby 
prescribed  as  the  form  of  financial 
statement  for  use  by  any  person  who 
holds  renegotiable  prime  contracts  or 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
National  Park  Service 

[Order  14,  Arndt.  8] 

Regional  Directors 

DELEGATION  OF  AUTHORITY  WITH  RESPECT 
TO  REGULARLY  SCHEDULED  OVERTIME 

October  3,  1956. 

Section  1  of  Order  No.  14,  issued  De¬ 
cember  1,  1954  (19  P.  R.  8824),  as 
amended  (21  F.  R.  3086) ,  is  amended  by 
the  addition  of  paragraph  (w)  reading 
as  follows: 

(w)  Approval  of  regularly  scheduled 
overtime  in  excess  of  30  days  and  not 
more  than  90  days. 

(Secretary’s  Order  No  2640;  6  U.  S.  C.,  1952 
ed.,  sec.  22;  sec.  2,  Reorg.  Plan  No.  3  of  1950) 

Conrad  L.  Wirth, 
Director. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8088;  Piled,  Oct.  8.  1956; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service  and 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Son.  Bank;  Acreage  Reserve  Program 

certain  states;  consent  to  graze  lands 
designated  as  acreage  reserve 

Section  103  (a)  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act 
(70  Stat.  188,  189)  and  §  485.112  (b)  of 
the  regulations  governing  the  1956  acre¬ 
age  reserve  part  of  the  Soil  Bank  Pro¬ 
gram,  21  P.  R.  4379,  F.  R.  520&,  21  P.  R. 
5685,  21  F.  R.  5959,  and  21  P.  R.  6879, 
provide  that  land  designated  as  acreage 
reserve  shall  not  be  grazed  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  after  certifica¬ 
tion  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  in 
which  the  farm  is  located  of  the  need  for 
grazing  on  the  acreage  reserve,  deter¬ 
mines  that  it  is  necessary  to  permit  graz¬ 
ing  thereon  in  order  to  alleviate  damage, 
hardship,  or  suffering  because  of  severe 
drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster, 
and  gives  written  consent  to  such  graz¬ 
ing. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  in  accordance  with  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  statute  and  regulations,  consents 
to  the  grazing  for  the  period  specified 
below  of  land  designated  as  acreage  re¬ 
serve  on  farms  in  the  following  counties: 


subcontracts  when  the  aggregate  rene¬ 
gotiable  receipts  or  accruals  of  such  per¬ 
son  and  all  other  persons  under  control 
of  or  controlling  or  under  common  con¬ 
trol  with  such  person  do  not  exceed 
Uie  applicable  minimum  amount  for  re¬ 
negotiation  prescribed  in  section  105  (f ) 
(1)  or  (2)  of  the  act.  As  set  forth  in 
§  1470.91  (a) ,  this  Statement  is  required 
to  be  filed  by  every  such  person  with 
respect  to  any  fiscal  year  ending  on  or 
before  June  30,  1956.  As  set  forth  in 


5  1470.91  (b) ,  this  Statement  may  be  filed 
by  any  such  person,  at  his  election,  with 
respect  to  any  fiscal  year  ending  after 
June  30,  1956. 

(Sec.  109,  65  Stat.  22;  50  U.  8.  C.  App.  1219) 
Dated;  October  5,  1956. 

Thomas  Coggeshall, 
Chairman. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8131;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 
8:50  a.  m.] 


NOTICES 


Colorado 


Counties  Period 

Custer.  Premont  and  Pueblo  Counties,  that  portion  of  the  non-  Sept.  25,  1956-Nov.  1,  1956, 
irrigated  area  of  El  Paso  County  not  heretofore  granted,  and  Inclusive, 
the  non-irrigated  areas  of  Adams.  Arapahoe,  Doublas  and 
Weld  Counties. 

Kansas 

Books  County _ Sept.  26, 1956-Dec.  31, 1956, 

inclusive. 


Oklahoma 


Alfalfa,  Atoka.  Beckham,  Bryan,  Caddo.  Carter,  Cherokee,  Choc-  Sept.  25,  1956-Oct.  25,  1956, 
taw.  Coal.  Comanche,  Cotton.  Creek,  Dewey,  Garfield,  Garvin;  Inclusive. 

Grady.  Grant,  Haskell,  Hughes,  Jefferson,  Johnston,  Kay,  King¬ 
fisher,  Latimer,  Lincoln.  Logan.  Love,  McIntosh,  Major,  Mar¬ 
shall,  Mayes,  Murray,  Muskogee,  Noble,  Okfuskee.  Oklahoma, 

Okmulgee,  Osage,  Pawnee,  Payne,  Pittsburg,  Pontotoc,  Potta¬ 
watomie,  Pushmataha,  Roger  Mills,  Rogers,  Seminole,  Stephens, 

Tillman,  Tulsa,  Wagoner,  and  Woodward  Counties. 


Nebraska 

Adams  County _ _ _ _ _ Sept.  25,  1956-Dec.  31,  1956, 

inclusive. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  4th  day  of  October  1956. 

[SEAL]  ^  Earl  L.  Butz, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8106;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956;  8:49  a.  m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce 

*  [Case  129] 

Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H.,  et  al. 

ORDER  REVOKING  EXPORT  LICENSES,  DENYING 
EXPORT  PRIVILEGES,  ETC. 

In  the  matter  of  Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H., 
Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  Hans  Kessler,  Jr., 
Mainluststrasse  8,  Frankfurt  am  Main. 
Germany;  Essex  International  Corpora¬ 
tion,  Fred  W.  Schonfeld,  120  Liberty 
Street,  New  York  6,  New  York;  Condor 
Industries,  Inc.,  Fre^  W.  Schonfeld,  125 
Cedar  Street,  New  York  6,  New  York; 
Andersson  &  Co.,  Water bergstrasse  10, 
Bremen  23,  Germany;  South  Sea  Trad¬ 
ing  Co.,  Ltd.,  314,  China  Building.  Hong 
Kong;  Trans-International  Forwarders, 
Inc.,  82  Beaver  Street,  New  York  5,  New 
York;  United  States  Navigation  Co.,  Inc., 
17  Battery  Place,  New  York  4,  New  York; 
respondents;  Case  No.  219. 

The  respondents,  Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H.. 
Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  and  Hans  Kessler,  Jr., 
of  Frankfurt  am  Main,  Germany,  Essex 
International  Corporation,  Condor  In¬ 
dustries,  Inc.,  and  Fred  W.  Schonfeld, 
of  New  York  City,  New  York,  Andersson 
&  Co.  of  Bremai,  Germany,  and  South 
Sea  Trading  Co.,  Ltd.  of  Hong  Kong, 


having  been  charged  by  the  Director  of 
the  Investigation  Staff,  Bureau  of  For¬ 
eign  Commerce,  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  with  violations  of  the  Export  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and 
regulations  promulgated  thereunder,  in¬ 
cluding,  among  others,  conduct  relating 
to  the  prohibited  transshipment  of  borax 
and  boric  acid  to  unauthorized  destina¬ 
tions;  and  the  respondents,  Trans-Inter¬ 
national  Forwarders,  Inc.  and  United 
States  Navigation  Co.,  Inc.,  of  New  York 
City,  New  York,  having  been  charged 
with  having  failed  to  insert,  in  one  or 
more  instances,  destination  control 
notices  required  in  certain  export  control 
documents  by  the  regulations;  and 

The  said  respondents  all  having  been 
duly  served  with  the  charging  letters; 
and 

The  said  respondents  having  appeared 
herein  by  service  of  answer,  demand  for 
oral  hearing  or  proposal  for  consent 
disposition,  this  case  was  referred  to 
the  Compliance  Commissioner,  who  held 
a  hearing  at  which  were  present  in  per¬ 
son  or  represented  by  counsel  the  re¬ 
spondents  Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H.,  Hans 
Kessler,  Jr.,  Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  Essex 
International  Corporation,  Condor  In¬ 
dustries,  Inc.,  Fred  W.  Schonfeld,  and 
Trans-Intemational  Forwarders,  Inc. 

The  Compliance  Commissioner,  having 
heard  and  considered  all  the  evidence 
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submitted  in  support  of  the  charges  and 
all  the  evidence  and  arguments  submit¬ 
ted  by  all  the  respondents  in  opposition 
thereto  or  in  connection  therewith,  and 
having  considered  also  briefs  submitted 
on  behalf  of  Kesco,  G.  m,  b.  H.,  Hans 
Kessler,  Jr.,  Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  Essex 
International  Corporation,  Condor  In¬ 
dustries,  Inc.,  and  Fred  W.  Schonfeld, 
has  transmitted  to  the  undersigned  Di¬ 
rector,  Office  of  Export  Supply,  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce,  Department  of 
Commerce,  his  written  report,  including 
findings  of  fact  and  findings  that  viola¬ 
tions  have  occurred,  and  his  recommen¬ 
dation  that  (a)  the  consent  proposal 
submitted  on  behalf  of  United  States 
Navigation  Co.,  Inc.  be  accepted  and  (b) 
that  respondents  be  denied  export  priv¬ 
ileges  to  the  extent  hereinafter  provided, 
together  with  which  report  there  have 
been  transmitted  also  the  transcript  of 
testimony  at  the  hearing,  all  exhibits 
submitted  thereat,  the  charging  letters, 
answers,  consent  proposal,  correspond¬ 
ence  and  briefs. 

Now,  after  reviewing  and  considering 
the  entire  record  of  this  case,  the  Com¬ 
pliance  Commissioner’s  Report  and 
Recommendation,  and  the  briefs,  I  here¬ 
by  make  the  following  findings  of  fact: 

1.  At  all  times  hereinafter  mentioned, 
Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H.,  was,  and  still  is,  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  export  and  import  business 
in  Frankfurt,  Germany.  Hans  Kess¬ 
ler,  Jr.,  and  Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  engaged 
on  its  behalf  in  all  the  matters  herein 
involved  either  by  actual  performance  of 
all  acts  or  with  knowledge  and  express 
approval  thereof  before,  when  or  soon 
after  they  were  performed.  Where  ref¬ 
erence  is  hereinafter  made  to  Kesco  such 
reference  shall  be  deemed  to  include  not 
only  the  firm  but  also  each  of  said 
individuals. 

2.  At  ajl  times  hereinafter  mentioned, 
Essex  International  Corporation  and 
Condor  Industries,  Inc.  were,  and  still 
are,  engaged  in  the  export  business  in 
New  York  and  all  their  activities  were 
and  are  controlled  by  and  are  under  the 
direct  supervision  of  Fred  W.  Schonfeld. 
All  acts  hereinafter  found  to  have  been 
performed  by  Essex  or  Condor  were  per¬ 
formed  by  Schonfeld  on  their  behalf  or 
on  their  behalf  under  his  direction. 
Wherever  reference  is  hereinafter  made 
to  Condor  or  Essex  such  reference  shall 
be  deemed  to  include  Schonfeld  as  well. 

3.  Andersson  &  Co.,  at  all  times  herein¬ 
after  mentioned,  was,  and  still  is,  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  forwarding  business  in 
Bremen,  Germany;  l^ans-International 
Forwarders,  Inc.  was,  and  is,  similarly 
engaged  in  New  York ;  and  United  States 
Navigation  Co.,  Inc.  was,  and  is,  a  Gen¬ 
eral  Agent,  with  offices  in  New  York,  of 
international  steamship  carriers.  (The 
linking  of  these  three  firms  in  this  find¬ 
ing  is  not  intended  to  indicate  in  any 
manner  that  they  were  associated  to¬ 
gether  or  acted  in  concert  with  each 
other  in  the  performance  of  any  of  the 
acts  hereinafter  found  to  have  been 
performed.) 

4.  South  Sea  Trading  Co.,  Ltd.,  at  all 
times  hereinafter  mentioned,  was,  and 
still  is,  engaged  in  the  export-import 
business  in  Hong  Kong. 


6.  Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  applica¬ 
tions  for  export  licenses  hereinafter  de¬ 
scribed,'  Kesco  made  known  to  Condor 
and  Essex  that  the  commodities  therein 
mentioned  were  desired  by  it  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  transshipment  to  Hong  Kong  or 
to  a  place  or  places  other  than  the  des¬ 
tinations  therein,  in  the  said  applica¬ 
tions,  set  forth. 

6.  In  connection  with  each  of  the  said 
applications,  Kesco  provided  Condor  or 
Essex  with  an  end-use  statement,  as 
hereinafter  more  particularly  set  forth, 
in  which  end-use  statements  it  made 
statements  and  representations  which  it 
knew  to  be  false  at  the  time  of  making 
and  in  which  it  bound  itself  to  notify  the 
American  exporter.  Condor  or  Elssex,  of 
any  change  of  facts  or  intentions  with 
respect  to  the  disposition  of  the  goods 
described  in  such  statements. 

7.  In  each  instance,  Kesco  knew  and 
had  known  that  such  end-use  statements 
would  be  submitted  by  Condor  or  Essex 
in  support  of  applications  by  those  firms 
for  licenses  to  export  the  commodities 
therein  mentioned  to  Kesco  and  that, 
further,  the  purpose  for  which  the  United 
States  Department  of  Commerce  de¬ 
manded  such  statements  was  to  control 
and  restrict  the  ultimate  destination  and 
end  use  of  the  commodities  to  be  licensed 
by  that  Department  for  export  from  the 
United  States. 

8.  Condor  and  Essex,  at  the  time  when 
they  filed  the  applications  for  export 
licenses  hereinafter  described,  had  re¬ 
ceived  letters  from  Kesco  which  con¬ 
tained  information  which  informed  them 
or  from  which  any  reasonable  person 
would  have  been  informed  that  the 
object  and  intention  of  Kesco  were  to 
receive  the  commodities  hereinafter  de¬ 
scribed  from  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  transshipping  such  commod¬ 
ities  to  persons  and  destinations,  includ¬ 
ing  the  destination  Hong  Kong,  other 
than  and  different  from  the  persons  and 
destinations  named  by  Kesco  in  the  said 
end-use  statements  as  the  ultimate  con¬ 
signees  and  ultimate  destinations. 

9.  Schonfeld,  in  writing  to  Kesco,  sug¬ 
gested  to,  guided  and  instructed  Kesco 
in  and  about  the  manner  in  which  Con¬ 
dor  and  Essex  might  obtain  export 
licenses  for  the  purpose  of  shipping  to 
Kesco  commodities  sought  by  Kesco  for 
transshipment;  and  Kesco,  in  writing  to 
Condor  and  Essex,  requested  and  in¬ 
structed  them,  for  the  purpose  of  facil¬ 
itating  its  conduct  hereinafter  described, 
to  omit  from  the  export  control  docu¬ 
ments  the  prescribed  destination  control 
notices;  and  Condor  and  Essex,  having 
been  so  requested  and  instructed,  and 
with  knowledge  that  they  were  required 
by  regulations  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  did  thereafter  omit  such  des¬ 
tination  control  notices  from  their  com¬ 
mercial  invoices  and  failed  to  make 
certain  that  they  were  affixed  upon  or 
inserted  in  export  declarations  and  bills 
of  lading  issued  in  connection  with  the 
shipments  hereinafter  described. 

10.  On  or  about  the  2d  day  of  June 
1954,  with  the  knowledge  and  intention 
that  Condor  would  use  them  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  supporting  applications  for  export 
licenses,  Kesco  executed  two  Multiple 
Transaction  Statements  in  which  it  cer¬ 


tified  that  950  metric  tons  of  granulated 
borax  and  500  metric  tons  of  boric  acid 
to  be  purchased  by  it  from  Condor  were 
being  obtained  by  it  for  resale  in  Western 
Germany  for  industrial  purposes  in  the 
ceramic  industry  there. 

11.  At  the  time  when  Kesco  executed 
the  said  statements  it  knew  that  the  cer¬ 
tifications  therein  made  were  false  and 
it  intended  to  reexport  or  transship  the 
said  borax  and  boric  acid  to  South  Sea 
in  Hong  Kong. 

12.  On  or  about  the  6th  day  of  July 
1954,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  two 
export  licenses  to  ship  to  Kesco,  as  ulti¬ 
mate  consignee  in  Western  Germany,  the 
said  950  tons  of  granulated  borax  and  500 
tons  of  boric  acid.  Condor  submitted  to 
the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce  two  applica¬ 
tions  for  such  export  licenses,  attached 
said  Multiple  Transaction  Statements 
thereto  in  support  thereof  and  stated  and 
represented  to  the  Bureau  of  Foreign 
Commerce  that  Kesco  was  the  ultimate 
consignee  in  Western  Germany  and  that 
the  borax  and  boric  acid  would  be  used 
in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the  said 
statements. 

13.  At  the  time  of  such  submissions 
Condor  knew,  or  should  have  known, 
that  Kesco  did  not  intend  to  use  said 
borax  and  boric  acid  as  so  represented 
but  did,  in  fact,  intend  to  transship  it  to 
Hong  Kong. 

14.  Kesco,  in  the  said  Mutliple  Trans¬ 
action  Statements,  and  Condor,  in  the 
said  applications  for  export  licenses,  ex¬ 
pressly  represented  that  any  change  in 
intended  disposition  of  the  said  borax 
and  boric  acid  would  be  reported 
promptly  to  the  Office  of  International 
Trade  but  neither  of  them  ever  reported 
any  such  change,  even  though  the  desti¬ 
nation  was  different  and  said  respondents 
knew,  or  had  reason  to  know,  that  this 
was  so.  (See  explanatory  note  in  Find¬ 
ing  15.) 

15.  Apart  from  the  requirements  of 
the  regulations.  Condor,  when  executing 
the  said  applications,  did  promise  and 
agree  that,  “documents  and  records  evi¬ 
dencing  the  order  *  ♦  *  and  other  facts 
of  the  export  transaction  on  which  this 
application  is  based  will  be  retained  for 
three  years  from  the  date  of  receipt  by 
OIT  of  application  and  made  available  to 
OIT,  upon  demand,  ♦  ♦  (The  forms 
used  by  Condor  were  old  Office  of  Inter¬ 
national  Trade  forms  but  the  Bureau  of 
Foreign  Commerce  was  and  is  what  was 
formerly  OIT.) 

16.  The  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce 
thereafter,  on  or  about  the  9th  day  of 
July  1954,  upon  the  representations  and 
statements  so  made,  issued  to  Condor  the 
export  licenses  requested  by  it. 

17.  Condor,  thereafter,  on  or  about  the 
2d  day  of  September  1954,  under  the  950 
ton  borax  license,  exported  to  Kesco  100 
metric  tons  of  borax,  which  borax,  after 
arrival  at  Hamburg,  in  Western  Ger¬ 
many,  was  transshipped  from  there  to 
South  Sea,  in  Hong  Kong,  upon  instruc¬ 
tions  from  Kesco. 

18.  South  Sea;  at  the  time  it  purchased 
the  said  borax  from  Kesco,  knew  that  the 
same  was  to  be  exported  from  the  United 
States  to  Western  Germany  under  an 
export  license  specifying  Western  Ger- 
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many  as  the  place  of  ultimate  destination 
and  naming  Kesco  as  the  ultimate 
consignee. 

19.  Condor  failed  to  endorse  on  its  in¬ 
voice  for  these  100  tons  to  Kesco  the 
prescribed  destination  control  notice 
warning  that  the  borax  was  licensed  for 
shipment  to  Western  Germany  and  that 
diversion  contrary  to  U.  S.  law  was  pro¬ 
hibited;  and  Condor  and  Trans-Inter¬ 
national,  Condor’s  forwarder,  failed  to 
endorse  or  procure  the  endorsement  of 
the  said  notice  on  the  shipper’s  export 
declaration  and  bill  of  lading  issued  in 
connection  therewith. 

20.  Further,  also  under  the  said  ex¬ 
port  license  for  950  tons  of  borax,  on  or 
about  the  24th  day  of  January  1955, 
Condor  exported  to  Kesco  from  the 
United  States  about  500  additional  tons 
of  borax  but,  following  the  suspension  of 
the  said  license,  the  exportation  was  in¬ 
terrupted  in  transit  and’ the  borax  was 
retained  in  the  United  States. 

21.  In  connection  with  such  exporta¬ 
tion,  Condor  again  failed  to  endorse  on 
its  invoice  to  Kesco  and  Condor  and 
Trans-International  failed  to  endorse  or 
procure  the  endorsement  of  the  destina¬ 
tion  control  notice  on  the  shipper’s  ex¬ 
port  declaration  and  the  bill  of  lading. 

22.  Prior  to  the  final  arrangements 
for  the  exportation  to  it  of  said  500  tons 
of  borax,  Kesco  had  sold  the  same  to  a 
purchaser  in  Poland  but  Kesco  at  no 
time  informed  Condor  or  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  of  this  change  in 
ultimate  consignee  and  destination. 

23.  Under  the  500  ton  boric  acid  li¬ 
cense,  Condor  made  two  exportations  to 
Kesco,  about  280  tons  on  or  about  Sep¬ 
tember  26,  1954,  and  about  220  tons  on 
or  about  November  29,  1954. 

24.  Condor  failed  to  endorse  the  re¬ 
quired  destination  control  notice  on  its 
invoices  for  these  shipments  of  boric 
acid  to  Kesco  and  it  made  no  effort  to 
have  the  destination  control  notice  en¬ 
dorsed  on  the  shipper’s  export  declara¬ 
tions  and  bills  of  lading  issued  in 
connection  with  such  exportations. 

25.  Tfans-International’s  agent  on  the 
Pacific  Coast  endorsed  the  destination 
control  notice  on  the  shipper’s  export 
declarations  for  both  of  these  shipments 
and  on  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  No¬ 
vember  29,  1954,  shipment.  Despite  the 
said  endorsement  on  the  November  29, 
1954,  bill  of  lading,  which  was  received 
by  Andersson  on  behalf  of  Kesco,  An- 
dersson,  on  instructions  from  Kesco,  both 
of  whom  knew  that  the  said  220  tons  of 
boric  acid  had  been  licensed  for  export 
to  Western  Germany,  did,  on  their  ar¬ 
rival  in  Western  Germany,  transship 
them  to  Hong  Kong,  without  authoriza¬ 
tion  from  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

26.  The  280  tons  of  boric  acid  were 
shipped  by  Condor  on  a  vessel  which  left 
the  United  States  at  Los  Angeles,  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Trans-International,  Condor’s 
forwarding  agent,  requested  United 
States  Navigation  Co.,  Inc.,  the  carrier’s 
agent  in  New  York,  to  complete  and  issue 
the  bill  of  lading  for  this  shipment  as 
an  accommodation  to  it.  Trans-Inter¬ 
national  prepared  said  bill  of  lading, 
without  the  destination  control  notice, 
and  submitted  it  to  United  States  Naviga¬ 
tion.  The  latter  did  not  see  the  export 
declaration,  v.^as  not  notified  that,  and 


did  not  inquire  whether,  a  destination 
control  notice  was  required  on  the  bill  of 
lading.  It  has  admitted  its  negligence 
in  failing  to  make  inquiry  and  in  com¬ 
pleting  and  issuing  the  bill  of  lading 
without  said  destination  control  notice 
and  it  does  not  appear  to  have  had  any 
intent  to  violate  the  Export  Control 
Regulations  nor  was  it  acting  in  concert 
with  any  other  party  to  any  of  the  trans¬ 
actions  here  involved. 

27.  When  these  280  tons  of  boric  acid 
arrived  in  Europe,  Kesco,  having  know¬ 
ledge  that  the  boric  acid  had  been 
licensed  by  the  United  States  for  end-use 
in  Western  Germany,  transshipped  the 
same  to  Hong  Kong  without  authoriza¬ 
tion  from  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

28.  Prior  to  such  transshipments  of 
said  two  lots  of  boric  acid.  South  Sea, 
with  knowledge  that  the  same  would  be 
licensed  by  the  United  States  for  ex¬ 
portation  to  West  Germany  as  the  coun¬ 
try  of  ultimate  destination,  purchased 
the  same  from  Kesco  and,  after  their 
arrival  at  Hong  Kong,  sold  them  to 
various  purchasers  there.  A  large  por¬ 
tion  of  such  boric  acid  was  thereafter 
shipped  to  Communist  China. 

29.  On  November  25,  1954,  Kesco  exe¬ 
cuted  a  Purchaser’s  Single  Transaction 
Statement,  for  submission  to  the  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce,  in  which  it  certi¬ 
fied  and  represented  that  400  metric  tons 
of  granular  borax  being  purchased  by  it 
from  Essex  were  to  be  used  in  the  glass 
and  enamel  industry  in  Western  Ger¬ 
many  and  that  “reexporting”  w'as  for¬ 
bidden.  In  the  said  statement  it 
promised  to  “promptly  send  a  supple¬ 
mental  statement  to  the  exporter  named 

*  *  *  disclosing  any  change  of  facts  or 
intentions  set  forth  •  •  *  wliich  occurs 
after  the  statement  has  been  prepared 
and  forwarded  *  *  ♦  [and]  *  *  *  with 
respect  to  any  shipment  [to  be  disposed 
of  contrary  to  the  representations  made] 

*  *  *  notify  the  exporter  named  •  *  • 
and  *  *  •  secure  U.  S.  Government  ap¬ 
proval  through  this  exporter  prior  to 
sych  disposition.” 

30.  On  or  about  December  1,  1954, 
Essex  applied  to  the  Office  of  Interna¬ 
tional  Trade  for  a  license_to  export  to 
Kesco  400  tons  of  granular  borax  and, 
in  support  thereof,  it  submitted  said 
Kesco  Purchaser’s  Statement,  and,  more¬ 
over,  represented  and  stated  therein  that 
Kesco  was  the  purchaser  and  ultimate 
consignee  and  that  Western  Germany 
was  the  country  of  ultimate  destination. 

31.  At  the  time  when  Kesco  executed 
the  said  statement,  Kesco  had  sold  the 
borax  specified  therein  to  a  firm  in 
Poland.  Its  communications  to  Essex 
contained  statements  which  should  have 
led  Essex  to  believe  and  which  did  in¬ 
form  Essex  that  Kesco  intended  to  trans¬ 
ship  the  said  borax  or  some  of  it  to  a 
point  or  place  outside  of  Western  Ger¬ 
many.  Nevertheless,  Essex  never  in¬ 
formed  the  Department  of  Commerce  or 
made  any  effort  to  have  its  application 
for  export  license  amended  to  reflect  such 
changes  of  the  statements  and  represen¬ 
tations  theretofore  made  by  it. 

32.  The  export  license  for  said  400 
tons  of  borax  was  issued  December  3, 
1954,  and,  on  or  about  December  30, 
1954,  Essex  exported  about  300  tons 


thereof  to  Kesco.  It  did  not  endorse 
on  its  invoice  nor  did  it  make  any  effort 
to  have  endorsed  on  the  shipper’s  export 
declaration  or  the  bill  of  lading  the  des¬ 
tination  control  notice.  Trans -Inter¬ 
national  failed  to  endorse  the  said  notice 
on  the  bill  of  lading  and  on  the  shipper’s 
export  declaration. 

33.  When  the  said  borax  arrived  in 
Germany,  Kesco,  with  knowledge  that 
transshipment  of  the  borax  from  West¬ 
ern  Germany  w'as  prohibited,  trans¬ 
shipped  the  same  to  Poland  without  au¬ 
thorization  from  the  Department  of 
Commerce  and  without  notifying  it  of 
the  change  in  destination. 

34.  During  the  time  when  Condor  and 
Essex  were  handling  the  transactions 
and  performing  the  acts  heretofore  men¬ 
tioned,  among  a  mass  of  correspondence. 
Condor  received  eight  letters  from  Kesco 
and  wrote  five  letters  to  Kesco,  all  of 
which  were  records  of,  contained  facts 
concerning  and  were  evidence  of  the 
facts  relating  to  the  said  purchase  trans¬ 
actions. 

35.  Subsequent  to  the  commencement 
of  the  investigation  of  the  acts  herein 
involved  and  during  such  investigation, 
an  investigator  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  duly  authorized,  went  to 
Condor’s  office  in  New  York  City  and, 
on  various  days  commencing  February 
16,  1955,  and  ending  February  23,  1955, 
demanded  that  Condor  produce  for  his 
inspection  the  complete  records  includ¬ 
ing  all  correspondence,  files,  records  and 
shipping  documents  pertaining  to  all 
borate  transactions  with  Kesco. 

36.  Condor  thereupon  produced  and 
made  available  to  him  shipment  fi^es, 
application  files  and  correspondence  files 
and  represented  and  stated  to  him  that 
they  were  the  complete  files. 

37.  The  said  eight  letters  written  by 
Kesco  to  Condor  and  copies  of  the  five 
letters  written  by  Condor  to  Kesco  were 
not  among  the  letters,  papers,  corre¬ 
spondence,  documents  and  files  produced 
by  Condor  and  made  available  to  said 
investigator. 

38.  The  said  thirteen  letters  contained 
statements  which  made  it  clear  that  the 
borax  and  boric  acid  for  which  Kesco 
was  negotiating  to  buy  from  Condor  were 
to  be  shipped  to  Hong  Kong  and  that 
Condor  knew  that  such  was  the  pur¬ 
pose  and  intention.  They  were  material 
and  relevant  to  the  applications  for  ex¬ 
port  licenses  filed  by  Condor  and  Essex 
and  were  related  to  and  concerned  the 
transactions  for  which  the  applications 
were  filed. 

39.  They  were  thereafter  obtained  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce  from 
Kesco  after  a  subpoena  for  their  pro¬ 
duction  had  been  issued  to  their  attor¬ 
ney,  which  subpoena  had  been  enforced 
by  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

And,  the  following  are  my  conclusions: 

A.  Kesco  (referring  collectively  to  it 
and  Hans  Kessler,  Jr.,  and  Hans  Kessler, 
Sr.),  knowingly  made  false  and  mis¬ 
leading  representations,  statements  and 
certifications,  and  concealed  material 
facts,  on  consignee-purchaser  state¬ 
ments,  as  to  the  country  of  ultimate  des¬ 
tination,  the  end  use  and  the  parties  in 
interest  in  the  transactions,  in  violation 
of  §  381.5  of  the  Export  Regulations;  cer- 
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tified  that  it  would  notify  the  United 
States  exporter  and  secure  United  States 
Government  approval  before  disposing 
of  the  commodities  described  in  said 
statements  contrary  to  the  representa¬ 
tions  therein  set  forth  and  then,  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  §  381.5  (d)  of  the  Export  Reg¬ 
ulations,  failed  to  notify  in  writing  the  * 
Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce  of  the 
changes  of  material  facts  and  intentions 
from  those  previously  represented,  stated 
and  certified;  bought,  sold  and  disposed 
of  commodities  exported  from  the  United 
States,  knowing,  that  with  respect  to  such 
commodities  a  violation  of  the  Export 
Control  Law,  regulations  and  licenses  is¬ 
sued  thereunder  was  about  to  or  was 
intended  to  occur  and  did  occur,  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  §  381.4  of  the  Export  Regula¬ 
tions;  and  knowingly  disposed  of, 
diverted  and  transshipped  commodities 
to  persons,  destinations  and  for  uses,  and 
caused  the  doing  of  such  acts,  contrary 
to  the  terms,  provisions  and  conditions 
of  export  control  documents,  its  prior 
representations  and  other  notifications 
that  such  acts  were  prohibited,  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  §§  379.5,  381.2,  and  381.6  of  the 
Export  Regulations. 

B.  Condor,  Essex  and  Schonfeld  know¬ 
ingly  made  and  caused  to  be  made  false 
and  misleading  statements,  representa¬ 
tions  and  certifications  to  and  con¬ 
cealed  and  caused  to  be  concealed 
from  the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce 
and  the  Collector  of  Customs,  mate¬ 
rial  facts  in  connection  with  the  prep¬ 
aration,  submission  and  use  of  export 
control  documents,  the  exportation  of 
goods  from  the  United  States  and  the 
transshipment  and  diversion  thereof,  in 
violation  of  §§  381.2  and  381.5  of  the 
Export  Regulations;  knowingly  aided, 
abetted,  counselled  and  permitted  the 
making  of  false  and  misleading  rep¬ 
resentations,  statements  and  certifica¬ 
tions  to,  and  the  concealing  of  material 
facts  from  the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  in  violation  of  §§  373.65,  381.2, 
and  381.5  of  the  Export  Regulations; 
sold,  disposed  of  and  caused  to  be  trans¬ 
ported  and  forwarded  exportations  from 
the  United  States  knowing  that,  with 
respect  to  the  whole  or  part  of  such  ex¬ 
portations,  a  violation  of  the  Export 
Control  Act,  regulations  and  licenses  had 
occurred,  was  about  to  and  was  intended 
to  occur,  in  violation  of  §§  381.2  and 
381.4  of  the  Export  Regulations;  know¬ 
ingly  disposed  of,  aided,  abetted,  and 
caused  to  be  diverted  and  transshipped. 
United  States  commodities  to  persons, 
destinations  and  for  uses  in  violation  of 
and  contrary  to  the  terms,  provisions  and 
conditions  of  export  control  documents, 
prior  representations,  and  provisions  of 
the  Export  Control  Law,  regulations  and 
licenses  issued  thereunder,  in  violation 
of  §§  381.2  and  381.6  of  the  Export  Regu¬ 
lations;  obtained,  used,  assisted  in  and 
permitted  the  use  of  export  control 
documents  for  the  purpose  of  and  in 
connection  with  facilitating  and  effect¬ 
ing  exportations  not  in  accordance  with 
the  terms,  provisions  and  conditions  of 
such  documents  in  violation  of  §  381.8  of 
the  Export  Regulations;  engag^  in  un¬ 
ethical  activity  and  demonstrated  that 
they  did  not  possess  required  integrity 
and  ethical  standards,  by  knowingly 
participating  in  the  violation  of  and 


attempting  to  violate  regulations  with 
respect  to  the  exportation  of  commodi¬ 
ties,  in  violation  of  §  384.2  (a)  of  the  Ex¬ 
port  Regulations;  caused  shipments  of 
commodities  to  be  made  from  the  United 
States  in  connection  with  which  they 
failed  and  omitted  to  place  upon  or  cause 
to  be  placed  upon  commercial  invoices, 
shipper’s  export  declarations  and  bills 
of  lading  the  required  destination  con¬ 
trol  notices  in  violation  of  §§381.2  and 
379.10  (c)  and  (d)  of  the  Export 
Regulations. 

C.  Condor  and  Schonfeld  failed  to 
keep  available  for  inspection  upon  de¬ 
mand  by  and  concealed  from  the  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce,  during  the  course 
of  an  investigation,  documents  and  rec¬ 
ords  constituting  evidence  of  the  facts 
relating  to  purchase  transactions  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  §§  381.5  and  372.4  (f)  of  the  Ex¬ 
port  Regulations. 

D.  South  Sea  bought^  received,  sold 
and  disposed  of  goods  exported  from  the 
United  States  knowing  that  with  respect 
thereto  a  violation  of  the  Export  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  regulations  and  licenses  is-* 
sued  thereunder  was  about  to,  was 
intended  to  and  did  occur,  in  violation  of 
§  381.4  of  the  Export  Regulations;  and 
knowingly  disposed  of,  diverted  and 
transshipped  such  goods  to  persons  and 
destinations  and  for  uses  contrary  to  the 
terms,  provisions  and  conditions  of 
United  States  export  control  documents, 
in  violation  of  §  381.6  of  the  Export 
Regulations. 

E.  Andersson  received,  forwarded  and 
disposed  of  goods  exported  from  the 
United  States,  with  knowledge  that,  with 
respect  to  such  goods,  a  violation  of  the 
United  States  Export  Control  Act,  regu¬ 
lations  and  a  license  issued  thereunder 
was  about  to  and  was  intended  to  occur, 
in  violation  of  §  381.4  of  the  Export  Reg¬ 
ulations;  knowingly  diverted  and  trans¬ 
shipped  such  goods  to  a  person  and  des¬ 
tination  contrary  to  the  terms,  provisions 
and  conditions  of  United  States  export 
control  documents  and  notice  of  the  pro¬ 
hibition  of  such  action,  in  violation  of 
§§  379.5  and  381.6  of  the  Export  Regula¬ 
tions. 

F.  Trans-International  caused  ship¬ 
ments  of  commodities  to  be  made  from 
the  United  States  in  connection  with 
which  it  failed  and  omitted  to  place  upon 
or  cause  to  be  placed  upon  shipper’s  ex¬ 
port  declarations  and  bills  of  lading  the 
required  destination  control  notices,  in 
violation  of  §  379.5  (c),  (now  §  379.10 
(c) ) ,  of  the  Export  Regulations. 

G.  U.  S.  Navigation  issued  one  bill 
of  lading  which  did  not  contain  the  re¬ 
quired  destination  control  statement  set 
forth  on  the  corresponding  authenticated 
shipper’s  export  declaration,  in  violation 
of  §  379.5  (c),  (now  §  379.10  (c)),  of  the 
Export  Regulations. 

In  making  his  recommendation,  the 
Compliance  Commissioner  said,  among 
other  things. 

The  facts  si>eak  for  themselves  and  It  Is 
quite  clear  that  Kesco  and  South  Sea  should 
be  denied  export  privileges  so  long  as  the 
Export  Control  Law  and  the  regulations  are 
in  effect.  Condor,  Essex  and  Schonfeld  de¬ 
serve,  upon  the  facts,  a  similar  denial  of 
export  privileges  so  long  as  controls  are  In 
effect.  In  defense,  they  argued  that  they 
“discharged  their  responsibility  when  they 


submitted  the  end-use  statement (s)  to¬ 
gether  with  the  import  certificate  ( s)  In 

this  case,  that  was  not  enough  for  there  was 
sufficient  notice  to  them  that  the  end-use 
statements  were  false.  They  argued  also  that 
the  correspondence  not  produced  for  inspec¬ 
tion  was  not  that  required  by  the  regula¬ 
tions.  I  hold  that  any  correspondence  which 
relates  to  or  shows  the  facts  of  the  trans¬ 
action  is  within  the  requirement  of  the  regu¬ 
lations,  particularly  correspondence  as 
incriminating  as  was  the  correspondence 
here.  They  argued  further  that  it  was  the 
responsibility  of  the  Government  and  not 
theirs  to  investigate  the  truth  of  the  end-use 
statements.  I  hold  that  the  Government 
had  the  right  to  rely  on  the  end-use  state¬ 
ments  particularly  when  the  respondents 
had,  within  their  own  files,  the  evidence  to 
show  that  the  statements  were  untrue  and 
did  not  disclose  these  facts  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  but,  on  the  contrary,  by  submitting 
the  end-use  statements  in  support  of  their 
applications,  vouched  for  the  truth  thereof. 
They  argued  also  that  the  forwarding  agent, 
not  they,  was  responsible  for  the  failure  to 
endorse  the  destination  control  notice  on  the 
bills  of  lading  and  the  export  declarations. 
Their  responsibility  was  to  make  sure  it  was 
done  and  their  failure  to  do  so,  after  admon¬ 
itions  and  requests  from  Kesco  that  the 
notices  be  omitted,  is  highly  significant. 
Despite  their  equal  culpability  with  Kesco, 
they  are  in  a  somewhat  different  position. 
Other  export  and  import  activities  are  avail¬ 
able  to  Kesco.  No  other  export  opportunities 
are  available  to  Condor,  Essex,  or  Schonfeld 
unless  Schonfeld  should  leave  his  home  in 
the  United  States.  Further,  from  the  evi¬ 
dence  which  has  been  presented  to  me,  it  is 
my  belief  that  Schonfeld’s  extremely  bad 
business  situation  was  the  major  cotnribu- 
ting  factor  which  led  him  into  the  acts  of 
violation.  I  do  not  believe  that  he  is  in¬ 
herently  bad  or  Incorrigible.  I  do  believe  he 
realizes  fully  that  what  he  did  was  wrong 
and  I  believe  further  that  he  is  not  likely  to 
violate  again.  I  believe  also,  on  the  basis  of 
evidence  which  was  submitted  to  me  follow¬ 
ing  the  hearing,  that  he  will  co-operate  with 
the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  law  and  will  aid  the 
Bureau  in  the  detection  of  attempted  viola¬ 
tions.  I  believe  he  should  not  be  excluded 
indefinitely  from  the  export  business.  For 
these  reasons  it  is  my  recommendation  that, 
although  in  the  first  instance  Condor,  Essex, 
and  Schonfeld  should  be  denied  export  priv¬ 
ileges  so  long  as  the  Export  Control  Law  and 
the  regulations  are  in  effect,  these  privileges 
should  be  restored  to  them  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  order, 
conditioned  upon  their  full  compliance  with 
the  law  and  all  regulations  dming  the  entire 
period  of  controls. 

•  *  *  *  • 
Andersson  might  have  been  found  in  vio¬ 
lation  in  other  instances  in  addition  to  the 
single  instance  charged.  It  is  a  freight  for¬ 
warder  in  Germany  and  is  well  acquainted 
with  export  controls.  It  was  very  well  aware 
of  the  United  States  restrictions  against 
transshipment  of  commodities  licensed 
for  export  from  the  United  States.  It  showed 
this  awareness  by  its  reference,  in  inter¬ 
office  correspondence,  to  the  fact  that,  in 
connection  with  the  transshipment  of  goods 
Involved  herein  but  not  the  subject  of  the 
charge  against  it,  “This  time  there  is  no 
clause  at  all  prohibiting  re-export.  Hence 
there  should  be  no  difficulties  in  the  way 
of  clearance.’’  Nevertheless,  and  because  it 
is  an  international  freight  forwarder  and  to 
to  avoid  undeserved  hardship  to  its  innocent 
customers,  I  am  recommending  that  it  be 
denied  export  privileges  for  a  period  of  six 
months,  only  one  of  which  shall  be  effective 
upon  condition  that,  during  such  six-month 
period  it  shall  not  violate  any  export  con¬ 
trol  regulation.  Also,  with  respect  to  such 
one  month  effective  denial.  It  is  my  further 
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recommendation  that  it  shall  commence 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  the  order. 

I  am  fully  convinced  that  Trans-Inter> 
national’s  conduct  herein  was  careless  and 
negligent  but  without  Intent  to  violate  the 
regulations.  I  am  satisfied  and  believe  that 
future  violations  are  not  likely  to  occur. 
Nevertheless,  what  it  did  here  may  not  go 
without  remedial  action  because  of  the  need 
to  deter  similar  violations  by  others  and 
make  known  the  Importance  of  the  destina¬ 
tion  control  notice  on  export  documents. 
It  may  be  that  in  this  case  the  appearance 
of  the  notice  on  the  documents  might  not 
have  prevented  the  transshipments.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  most  cases  it  is  quite  likely 
that  it  would.  That  is  its  purpose.  It  is 
my  recommendation  that  Trans-Interna¬ 
tional  be  denied  export  privileges  for  a 
period  of  two  months,  but  that  only  two 
weeks  thereof,  commencing  thirty  days  fol¬ 
lowing  the  date  of  the  order,  be  effective, 
conditioned  upon  its  full  compliance  with 
all  Export  Control  Regulations  during  the 
entire  two  months. 

U.  S.  Navigation  came  into  this  case  solely 
because  of  its  willingness  to  accommodate 
Trans-International  by  issuing  a  bill  of  lad¬ 
ing  in  New  York  for  a  shipment  which  had 
been  received  by  another  General  Agent  on 
the  West  Coast.  Apart  from  this,  it  had 
nothing  to  do  with  that  or  any  other  ship¬ 
ment  involved  herein.  It  has  had  made  a 
survey  and  reorganization  of  its  export  con¬ 
trol  practices  and  it  is  not  likely  that  there 
will  be  a  recurrence.  It  has  proposed  a  con¬ 
sent  disposition,  concurred  in  by  the  Investi¬ 
gation  Staff,  and  I  shall  adopt  its  proposal 
in  the  order  to  be  recommended  by  me. 

Now,  after  careful  consideration  of  the 
entire  record  and  being  of  the  opinion 
that  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
pliance  Commissioner  are  fair  and  just 
and  that  this  order  is  necessary  to 
achieve  effective  enforcement  of  the  law; 

It  is  hereby  ordered: 

I.  All  outstanding  validated  export  li¬ 
censes  held  by  or  issued  in  the  names 
of  Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H.,  Hans  Kessler,  Jr., 
Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  Essex  International 
Corporation,  Condor  Industries,  Inc., 
Fred  W.  Schonfeld,  and  South  Sea  Trad¬ 
ing  Co.,  Ltd.,  or  in  which  they  appear  or 
participate  as  purchaser,  intermediate  or 
ultimate  consignee,  or  otherwise,  are 
hereby  revoked  and  shall  be  returned 
forthwith  to  the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  for  cancellation. 

II.  The  following  respondents,  for  the 
periods  of  time  hereinafter  in  this  part 
provided,  except  as  modified  and  quali¬ 
fied  in  Part  IV  hereof,  are  hereby  denied 
all  privileges  of  participating,  directly  or 
indirectly,  in  any  manner  or  capacity, 
in  an  exportation  of  any  commodity  or 
technical  data  from  the  United  States  to 
any  foreign  destination,  including  Can¬ 
ada,  whether  such  exportation  has  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  been  completed : 

Kesco,  G.  m.  b.  H.,  Hans  Kessler,  Sr.,  Hans 
Kessler,  Jr.,  South  Sea  Trading  Co.,  Ltd., 
Condor  Industries,  Inc.,  Essex  International 
Corporation,  and  Fred  W.  Schonfeld — hence¬ 
forth  and  for  the  dviration  of  export  controlsi 

Andersson  &  Co. — for  six  months  com¬ 
mencing  November  3,  1956; 

Trans-International  Forwarders,  Inc. — ^for 
two  months  commencing  November  3,  1956: 

United  States  Navigation  Co.,  Inc. — ^for  a 
conditional  two  weeks,  not  to  be  effective 
except  as  provided  in  Part  V  hereof. 

Without  limitation  of  the  generality  of 
the  foregoing  denial  of  export  privi¬ 
leges,  participation  in  an  exportation  is 
deemed  to  include  and  prohibit  partici¬ 


pation  by  any  of  the  respondents,  directly 
or  indirectly,  in  any  manner  or  capacity, 
(a)  as  a  party  or  as  a  representative  of 
a  party  to  any  validated  export  license 
application,  (b)  in  the  preparation  or 
filing  of  any  export  license  application  or 
document  to  be  submitted  therewith, 
(c)  in  the  obtaining  or  using  of  any 
validated  or  general  export  license  or 
other  export  control  documents,  (d)  in 
the  receiving,  ordering,  buying,  selling, 
delivering,  using,  or  disposing  in  any 
foreign  country  of  any  commodities  in 
whole  or  in  part  exported  or  to  be  ex¬ 
ported  from  the  United  States,  and  (e) 
in  financing,  forwarding,  transporting,  or 
other  servicing  of  such  exports  from  the 
United  States. 

III.  Such  denials  of  export  privileges, 
to  the  extent  that  any  respondents  may 
be  affected  thereby,  shall  extend  not  only 
to  each  of  them,  but  also  to  any  person, 
firm,  corporation,  or  business  organiza¬ 
tion  with  which  any  of  them  may  be 
now  or  hereafter  related  by  ownership, 
control,  position  of  responsibility,  or 
other  connection  in  the  conduct  of  trade 
in  which  may  be  involved  exports  from 
the  United  States  or  services  connected 
therewith. 

rv.  The  respondents.  Condor  Indus¬ 
tries,  Inc.,  Essex  International  Corpora¬ 
tion,  Fred  W.  Schonfeld,  Andersson  &  Co., 
and  Trans-International  Forwarders, 
Inc.,  without  further  order  of  the  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce,  shall  have  their 
export  privileges  restored  to  them,  con¬ 
ditionally,  as  follows; 

Condor  Industries,  Inc.,  Essex  International 
Corporation,  and  Fred  W.  Schonfeld,  on 
October  3, 1957; 

Andersson  &  Co.,  on  December  3,  1956; 

Trans-International  Forwarders,  Inc.,  on 
November  17, 1956, 

the  condition  for  such  restoration  In 
each  instance  being  that,  during  the  en¬ 
tire  period  that  each  of  the  said  re¬ 
spondents  has  been  denied  export  privi¬ 
leges  as  provided  in  Part  II  hereof,  and 
commencing  on  the  date  hereof,  the  said 
respondents  shall  comply  in  all  respects 
Vith  this  order  and  with  all  other  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Export  Control  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  and  all  regulations, 
licenses,  and  orders  issued  thereunder. 

V.  By  reason  of  mitigating  circum¬ 
stances,  the  denial  of  export  privileges 
to  United  States  Navigation  Co.,  Inc., 
as  set  forth  in  Part  II  hereof,  shall  be 
suspended  entirely  for  a  period  of  four 
months  from  the  date  hereof,  upon  con¬ 
dition  that,  during  said  period  of  four 
months  from  the  date  hereof,  said  re¬ 
spondent  and  all  such  related  persons 
and  companies  do  not  knowingly  violate 
the  terms  of  this  order  or  the  Export 
Control  Laws  and  Regulations.  In  the 
event  of  such  violation,  the  Bureau  of 
Foreign  Commerce  may  summarily  and 
without  prior  notice,  at  such  time  as  it 
shall  determine  that  such  violation  has 
occurred,  issue  a  supplemental  order 
which  may  deny  to  said  respondent  and 
related  companies  all  export  privileges 
for  the  two-week  period  which  has  been 
held  in  abeyance,  without  thereby  limit¬ 
ing  the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce 
from  taking  such  other  and  further  ac¬ 
tion  based  on  such  violation  as  it  shall 
deem  warranted.  In  the  event  that  such 


supplemental  order  is  issued,  respondent 
shall  have  the  right  to  hearing  and  ap¬ 
peal  therefrom,  as  provided  in  the  Export 
Regulations. 

VI.  The  privileges  conditionally  re¬ 
stored  to  any  respondent,  under  Part  IV 
hereof,  may  be  revoked  summarily  and 
without  notice  upon  a  finding  by  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Export  Sup¬ 
ply,  or  such  other  official  as  may  at  that 
time  be  exercising  the  duties  now  ex¬ 
ercised  by  him,  that  such  respondent  at 
any  time  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  denial  of  export  privileges  pro¬ 
vided  for  him  or  it  in  Part  II  hereof  has 
knowingly  failed  to  comply  with  the  con¬ 
dition  set  forth  in  Part  rv  hereof,  in 
which  event  Part  II  hereof,  insofar  as 
it  shall  apply  to  such  respondent,  shall 
then  be  and  become  effective  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  equivalent  to  the  time  of 
denial  of  export  privileges  which  would 
otherwise  have  remained  for  such  re¬ 
spondent  after  the  date  applicable  to 
him  or  it  in  Part  IV  hereof  provided. 

VII.  No  person,  firm,  corporation,  or 
other  business  organization,  whether  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere,  during 
any  time  when  any  respondent  or  re¬ 
lated  party  is  prohibited  under  the  terms 
hereof  from  engaging  in  any  activity 
within  the  scope  of  Part  n  fiereof,  shall, 
without  prior  disclosure  to,  and  specific 
authorization  from,  the  Bureau  of  For¬ 
eign  Commerce,  directly  or  indirectly, 
in  any  manner  or  capacity,  (a)  apply 
for,  obtain,  or  use  any  export  license, 
shipper’s  export  declaration,  bill  of  lad¬ 
ing,  or  other  export  control  document 
relating  to  any  such  prohibited  activity, 
(b)  order,  receive,  buy,  sell,  deliver,  use, 
dispose  of,  finance,  transport,  forward, 
or  otherwise  service  or  participate  in, 
any  exportation  from  the  United  States, 
on  behalf  of  or  in  any  association  with 
such  respondent  or  related  party,  or  (c) 
do  any  of  the  foregoing  acts  with  respect 
to  any  exportation  in  which  such  re¬ 
spondent  or  related  party  may  have  any 
interest  or  obtain  any  benefit  of  any 
kind  or  nature,  direct  or  indirect. 

Dated:  October  4, 1956. 

John  C.  Borton, 
Director, 

Offl,ce  of  Export  Supply. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8102;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


George  Mussman  et  al. 

ORDER  temporarily  REVOKING  AND  DENYING 
EXPORT  PRIVILEGES 

In  the  matter  of  George  Mussman  and 
Automotive  Equipment  Supply  Corpora¬ 
tion  of  8-10  Bridge  Street,  New  York, 
New  York  and  86  rue  du  President  Wil¬ 
son,  Levallois-Perret  (Seine),  France; 
Imex-Auto,  S.  A.  R.  L.,  86  rue  du  Presi¬ 
dent  Wilson,  Levallois-Perret  (Seine), 
France;  Jacques  Bensa,  doing  business 
as  Americauto,  44  rue  Brunei,  Paris, 
France;  A.  C.  I.,  S.  A.,  also  known  as 
Automobile  Commerciale  Internationale, 
1  rue  de  Rive,  Geneva,  Switzerland;  re¬ 
spondents. 

The  Investigation  Staff  of  the  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce,  United  States 
Department  of  Commerce,  applied  to  the 
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Compliance  Commissioner,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  §  382.11  of  the  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce  Export  Regulations 
(Title  15,  Chapter  III,  Subchapter  C, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations) ,  for  an  or¬ 
der  temporarily  denying  to  George  Muss- 
man  and  Automotive  Equipment  Supply 
Corporation  of  New  York,  New  York,  and 
Levallois-Perret  (Seine),  Fi-ance,  Imex- 
Auto,  S.  A.  R.  L.,  Levallois-Perret  (Seine) , 
France,  Jacques  Bensa,  doing  business  as 
Americauto,  Paris,  France,  and  A.  C.  I., 
S.  A.,  also  known  as  Automobile  Com-' 
merciale  Internationale,  Geneva,  Swit¬ 
zerland,  all  United  States  export 
privileges  pending  completion  of  an  in¬ 
vestigation  of  alleged  violations  of  the 
Export  Regulations  involving  said  per¬ 
sons  and  firms. 

The  Compliance  Commissioner,  having 
considered  the  evidence  submitted  in 
support  of  said  application,  has  recom¬ 
mended  that  a  temporary  denial  order 
be  issued.  There  is  reasonable  ground  to 
believe  from  the  supporting  evidence  and 
the  memorandum  of  the  Compliance 
Commissioner  (1)  that  the  respondents 
were  interested  and  participated  in  ship¬ 
ments  of  large  quantities  of  auto  parts 
from  the  United  States  which  they,  in 
apparent  violation  of  United  States  Ex¬ 
port  Control  Regulations,  transshipped 
to  Poland;  (2)  that  such  parts  were  a 
portion  of  a  very  large  order  for  auto 
parts  placed  by  interests  in  Communist 
China;  and  (3)  that  respondents  have 
not  yet  completed  the  order  or  orders 
held  by  them  and  if  such  order  or  orders 
are  completed  with  parts  exported  from 
the  United  States,  such  parts  may  be 
transshipped  to  unauthorized  destin¬ 
ations. 

An  investigation  of  the  foregoing  mat¬ 
ters  is  presently  being  conducted  by  the 
Investigation  Staff  and,  pending  the 
completion  thereof,  in  view  of  the  facts 
already  disclosed,  it  would  be  contrary 
to  the  public  interest  to  permit  said  re¬ 
spondents  or  persons  and  firms  associ¬ 
ated  with  them  to  participate  in  any 
further  exportations  from  the  United 
States.  The  temporary  denial  herein¬ 
after  provided  is  therefore  found  to  be 
reasonable  and  necessary  to  protect  the 
public  interest  pending  completion  of  the 
aforementioned  investigation. 

Now,  therefore,  it  is  ordered  as  follows: 

(1)  All  outstanding  validated  export 
licenses  in  which  respondents,  George 
Mussman,  Automotive  Equipment  Sup¬ 
ply  Corporation,  Imex-Auto,  S.  A.  R.  L., 
Jacques  Bensa,  Americauto,  and  A.  C.  I., 
S.  A.,  appear  or  participate  as  purchaser. 
Intermediate  consignee,  ultimate  con¬ 
signee,  or  otherwise,  are  hereby  revoked 
and  shall  be  returned  forthwith  to  the 
Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce  for  cancel¬ 
lation. 

(2)  The  said  respondents,  George 
Mussman,  Automotive  Equipment  Supply 
Corporation,  Imex-Auto,  S.  A.  R,  L., 
Jacques  Bensa,  Americauto,  and  A.  C.  I., 
S.  A.,  their  agents,  servants,  and  em¬ 
ployees,  and  all  persons  and  firms  as¬ 
sociated  with  them,  are  hereby  denied 
all  privileges  of  participating  directly 
or  indirectly  in  any  manner,  form  or 
capacity  in  an  exportation  of  any  com¬ 
modity  from  the  United  States  to  any 
foreign  destination,  including  Canada, 
whether  such  exportation  has  heretofore 


or  hereafter  been  completed.  Without  . 
limitation  of  the  generality  of  the  fore¬ 
going,  participation  in  an  exportation 
shall  include  and  prohibit  respondents’ 
participation  (a)  as  parties  or  as  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  a  party  to  any  validated 
export  license  application;  (b)  in  the 
obtaining  or  using  of  any  validated  or 
general  export  license  or  other  export 
control  document;  (c)  in  the  receiving, 
ordering,  buying,  selling,  delivering  or 
disposing  of  any  commodities  in  whole 
or  in  part  exported  or  to  be  exported 
from  the  United  States;  and  (d)  in  the 
financing,  forwarding,  transporting,  or 
other  servicing  of  exports  from  the 
United  States. 

(3)  Such  denial  of  export  privileges 
shall  apply  not  only  to  the  said  respond¬ 
ents,  but  also  to  any  other  person,  firm, 
corporation,  or  business  organization 
with  which  the  respondents  may  be  now 
or  hereafter  related  by  ownership,  con¬ 
trol,  position  of  responsibility,  or  other 
connection  in  the  conduct  of  trade  which 
may  involve  exports  from  the  United 
States  or  services  connected  therewith. 

(4)  This  order  shall  be  published  in 
the  Federal  Register,  shall  take  effect 
forthwith  and  shall  remain  in  effect  for 
a  period  of  sixty  days  from  the  date 
hereof,  except  insofar  as  it  may  be  here¬ 
after  extended,  amended,  or  modified  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Export  Regulations. 

(5)  No  person,  firm,  corporation,  or 
other  business  organization,  within  the 
United  States  or  elsewhere,  and  whether 
or  not  engaged  in  trade  relating  to  ex¬ 
ports  from  the  United  States,  shall,  with¬ 
out  prior  disclosure  of  the  facts  to,  and 
specific  authorization  from,  the  Bureau 
of  Foreign  Commerce,  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly  in  any  manner,  form  or  capacity 

(a)  apply  for,  obtain,  transfer,  or  use 
any  license,  shipper’s  export  declaration, 
bill  of  lading,  or  other  export  control 
document  relating  to  any  exportation  of 
commodities  from  the  United  States,  or 

(b)  order,  receive,  buy,  sell,  use,  deliver, 
dispose  of,  finance,  transport,  forward, 
or  otherwise  service  or  participate  in  an 
exportation  from  the  United  States,  or 
in  a  reexportation  of  any  commodity  ex¬ 
ported  from  the  United  States,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  any  of  the  persons  or 
companies  within  the  scope  of  para¬ 
graphs  (2)  and  (3)  hereinabove  receive 
any  benefit  or  have  any  interest  or  par¬ 
ticipation  of  any  kind  or  nature,  direct 
or  indirect. 

(6)  A  certified  copy  of  this  order  shall 
be  served  the  said  respondents. 

(7)  In  accor(}ance  with  the  provisions 
of  §  382.11  (c)  of  the  Export  Regula¬ 
tions,  the  respondents  may  move  at  any 
time  to  vacate  or  modify  this  temporary 
suspension  order  by  filing  an  appropriate 
motion  therefom  supported  by  evidence, 
with  the  Compliance  Commissioner  and 
may  request  oral  hearing  thereon,  which, 
if  requested,  shall  be  held  before  the 
Compliance  Commissioner  at  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C.,  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

Dated:  October  4,  1956. 

John  C.  Borton, 
Director. 

Office  of  Export  Supply. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8103;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDU¬ 
CATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 

Organization  and  Functions 

DELEGATIONS  OF  AUTHORITY 

The  description  of  the  organization 
and  functions  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  September^5,  1956  (21  F.  R. 
6682),  is  amended  in  section  III  Delega¬ 
tions  of  authority  by  changing  the  refer¬ 
ence  in  paragraph  10  Delegations  regard¬ 
ing  acceptance  of  process  •  *  *  to 
“sections  505  (h)  and  701  (f )  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act”  to 
read:  “sections  408  (i)  (1),  505  (h),  and 
701  (f)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act”. 

Dated:  October  3, 1956. 

[seal]  Geo.  P.  Larrick, 

Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  66-8087;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:46  a.  m.] 


ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  F-33] 

Marubeni-Iida  Co.  (New  York)  ,  Inc. 

NOTICE  OF  application  FOR  UTILIZATION 
FACILITY  EXPORT  LICENSE 

Please  take  notice  that  on  September 
13,  1956  Marubeni-Iida  Co.  (New  York) , 
Inc.,  39  Broadway,  New  York,  New  York, 
filed  an  application  under  Section  104(1 
of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954  for  a 
license  to  export  one  Model  L-54  homo¬ 
geneous  solution-type  research  reactor  to 
the  Japan  Atomic  Energy  Research  In¬ 
stitute,  Tokyo,  Japan.  The  reactor  is 
manufacture  by  Atomics  International, 
and  is  designed  to  operate  at  50  kilowatts. 
A  copy  of  the  application  is  available  for 
public  inspection  in  the  Commission’s 
Public  Document  Room  located  at  1717 
H  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  28th 
day  of  September  1956. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 

Frank  K.  Pittman, 
Deputy  Director, 
Division  of  Civilian  Application. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8085;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:45  a.  m.] 


CIVIL  AERONAUTICS  BOARD 

[Docket  No.  8040] 

Transportes  Aereos  Nacionales,  S.  a. 

NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of 
Transportes  Aereos  Nacionales,  S.  A.,  for 
extension  or  renewal  of  its  foreign  air 
carrier  permit  between  the  coterminal 
points  Tegucigalpa  and  San  Pedro  Sula, 
Honduras;  an  Intermediate  point  or 
points  in  Honduras;  the  intermediate 
point  Belize,  Briti:^  Honduras;  and  the 
terminal  point  Miami,  Florida,  subject  to 
certain  conditions. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  pursuant  to  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938,  as 
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amended,  particularly  sections  402  and 
1001  of  said  act,  that  a  hearing  in  the 
above-entitled  proceeding  is  assigned  to 
be  held  on  October  16,  1956,  at  10  a.  m., 
e.  d.  s.  t.,  in  Room  E-224,  Temporary 
Building  No.  5,  Sixteenth  Street  and  Con¬ 
stitution  Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  D.  C., 
before  Examiner  Curtis  C.  Henderson. 

Without  limiting  the  scope  of  the  is¬ 
sues  presented  by  said  applicant,  par¬ 
ticular  attention  will  be  directed  to  the 
following  matters  and  questions: 

1.  Whether  the  proposed  air  trans¬ 
portation  will  be  in  the  public  interest  as 
defined  in  section  402  of  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended. 

2.  Whether  the  applicant  is  fit,  willing, 
and  able  to  perform  such  transportation 
and  to  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act  and  the  rules,  regulations,  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Board  thereunder. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any  person 
desiring  to  be  heard  in  this  proceeding 
must  file  with  the  Board,  on  or  before 
October  16,  1956,  a  statement  setting 
forth  the  issues  of  fact  or  law  raised 
by  said  application  which  he  desires  to 
controvert. 

For  further  details  of  the  service  pro¬ 
posed  and  authorization  requested,  in¬ 
terested  parties  are  referred  to  the 
application  on  file  with  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  October  1, 
1956. 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal]  Francis  W.  Brown, 

Chief  Examiner. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8109;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 

[Pile  21-492] 

Metal  Awning  and  Allied  Products 
Industry 

NOTICE  OF  TRADE  PRACTICE  CONFERENCE 

In  the  matter  of  trade  practice  con¬ 
ference  proceedings  for  the  Metal  Awn¬ 
ing  and  Allied  Products  Industry;  File 
21-492. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  a  trade 
practice  conference  for  the  Metal  Awn¬ 
ing  and  Allied  Products  Industry  will  be 
held  by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
in  Room  332  of  the  Commission  Build¬ 
ing,  Pennsylvania  Avenue  at  Sixth  Street 
NW.,  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  October  29, 
1956,  commencing  at  10  a.  m.,  e.  s.  t.  The 
conference  will  be  under  the  supervision 
of  the  Honorable  Robert  T.  Secrest,  Fed¬ 
eral  Trade  Commissioner,  and  will  con¬ 
stitute  the  first  step  in  proceedings 
authorized  by  the  Commission  for  estab¬ 
lishment  of  trade  practice  rules  for  this 
industry. 

Rules  suggested  and  considered  at  the 
conference  are  to  be  such  as  are  designed 
to  eliminate  and  prevent  unfair  methods 
of  competition,  unfair  or  deceptive  acts 
or  practices,  and  other  trade  abuses, 
which  are  violative  of  laws  administered 
by  the  Commission. 

'  All  persons,  firms,  corporations,  and 
organizations  engaged  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture,  fabrication,  or  marketing  of  awn¬ 


ings,  door  canopies,  carports,  lawn 
lunbrellas,  and  similar  products,  which 
are  wholly  or  principally  of  metal  con¬ 
struction  and  are  designed  to  afford 
shelter  or  protection  from  the  rays  of  the 
sun.  rain,  snow,  and  other  weather  con¬ 
ditions,  are  cordially  invited  to  attend  or 
to  be  represented  at.the  conference  and 
to  take  part  in  the  proceedings.  Any  of 
such  persons,  firms,  corporations,  or 
organizations  may  submit  suggested 
trade  practice  rules  for  consideration  at 
the  eonference  and  take  part  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  and  discussion  of  proposals  or 
suggestions  for  rules  presented  by  others. 

After  the  conference  on  October  29th, 
and  before  any  rules  are  finally  approved 
by  the  Commission,  a  draft  of  proposed 
rules  in  the  form  deemed  appropriate 
will  become  available  to  all  interested  or 
affected  parties,  including  consumers  and 
consumer  organizations,  upon  public 
notice  affording  them  opportunity  to  pre¬ 
sent  their  views,  criticisms,  and  sugges¬ 
tions  respecting  the  proposed  rules  and 
to  be  heard  at  a  public  hearing  to  be 
announced  by  the  Commission. 

Issued:  October  4,  1956. 

By  direction  of  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8108;  Filed.  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.'] 


SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

[Pile  No.  70-3514] 

Blackstone  Valley  Gas  and  Electric  Co. 

ET  AL. 

NOTICE  OF  FILING  OF  DECLARATION  REGARD¬ 
ING  PROPOSALS  TO  ISSUE  AND  SELL  SHORT¬ 
TERM  BANK  NOTES 

October  3,  1956. 

In  the  matter  of  Blackstone  Valley 
Gas  and  Electric  Company,  Brockton  Ed¬ 
ison  Company,  Fall  River  Electric  Light 
'Company;  File  No.  70-3514. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  Black¬ 
stone  Valley  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
(“Blackstone”),  Brockton  Edison  Com¬ 
pany  (“Brockton”) ,  and  Fall  River  Elec¬ 
tric  Light  Company  (“Fall  River”) ,  pub¬ 
lic  utility  subsidiaries  of  Eastern  Utilities 
Associates,  a  registered  holding  com¬ 
pany,  have  filed  with  this  Commission 
a  joint  declaration,  pursuant  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935 
(“act”) ,  regarding  proposals  to  issue  and 
sell  to  banks  short-term  notes.  Declar¬ 
ants  have  designated  sections  6  (a)  and 
7  of  the  act  and  Rules  U-50  (a)  (2)  and 
U-42  (b)  (2)  as  applicable  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  transactions. 

All  interested  persons  *are  referred  to 
the  declaration  on  file  in  the  office  of  the 
Commission  for  a  statement  of  the  trans¬ 
actions  proposed,  which  are  summarized 
as  follows. 

As  at  July  31, 1956,  Blackstone,  Brock¬ 
ton  and  Pall  River  had  outstanding  bank 
loans  in  the  amounts  of  $3,000,000, 
$1,000,000  and  $800,000,  respectively. 
To  meet  construction  requirements  to 
September  30,  1957,  It  is  estimated  that 
Blackstone,  Brockton  and  Fall  River  will 


require  additional  funds  in  the  amounts 
of  $1,250,000,  $1,500,000  and  $450,000. 
respectively.  It  is  proposed  by  the  com¬ 
panies  to  borrow,  from  various  banks 
during  the  period  ending  on  September 
30,  1957,  funds  requisite  to  meet  such 
requirements. 

Borrowings  are  to  be  evidenced  by  un¬ 
secured  notes,  dated  as  of  the  date  of 
issuance,  maturing  not  later  than  Sep¬ 
tember  30, 1957,  and  bearing  interest  at  a 
rate  not  greater  than  the  prime  rate 
existing  on  the  respective  dates  of  is¬ 
suance.  The  notes  are  to  be  prepayable 
at  any  time  without  penalty.  The  aggre¬ 
gate  maximum  amounts  of  short-term 
indebtedness  to  be  issued  after  October  1, 

1956,  and  prior  to  September  30,  1957,  is 
not  to  exceed  $4,750,000  by  Blackstone, 
$3,000,000  by  Brockton,  and  $1,750,000  by 
Fall  River;  and  the  maximum  amounts 
to  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  is  not 
to  be  in  excess  of  $4,250,000  of  Black¬ 
stone,  $2,500,000  of  Brockton,  and  $1,- 
250,000  of  Fall  River. 

The  proceeds  from  the  proposed  bank 
loans  are  to  be  used  to  pay  outstanding 
short-term  bank  loans  or  for  construc¬ 
tion  expenditures. 

Declarants  state  that  it  is  contem¬ 
plated  that  Blackstone  and  Brockton  will 
retire  a  portion  of  their  respective  out¬ 
standing  notes  from  the  proceeds  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  issuance  and  sale  of 
preferred  stock  prior  to  September  30, 

1957.  It  is  also  stated  that  if  any  per¬ 
manent  financing  is  done  by  either  of  the 
companies  prior  to  such  date,  such  com¬ 
pany  will  apply  the  proceeds  therefrom 
to  the  reduction  or  total  payment  of  its 
then  outstanding  short-term  indebted¬ 
ness,  and  will  reduce  the  unissued 
amount  of  its  proposed  short-term  bor¬ 
rowing  by  the  amount  of  the  remaining 
balance  of  the  proceeds  from  such  per¬ 
manent  financing. 

It  is  also  stated  that  no  State  or  Fed¬ 
eral  commission,  other  than  this  Com¬ 
mission,  has  jurisdiction  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  transactions. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any  in¬ 
terested  person  may  not  later  than  Octo¬ 
ber  15,  1956,  at  5:30  p.  m.,  request  in 
writing  that  a  hearing  be  held  in  re¬ 
spect  of  the  declaration,  stating  the  na¬ 
ture  of  his  interest,  the  reasons  for  such 
hearing,  and  the  issues  of  fact  or  law 
raised  by  the  declaration  which  h )  de¬ 
sires  to  controvert,  or  he  may  request 
that  he  be  notified  if  the  Commission 
orders  a  hearing  thereon.  Any  such  re¬ 
quest  should  be  addressed;  Secretary,  Se¬ 
curities  and  Exchange  Commission, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.  At  any  time  after 
said  date,  the  Commission  may  permit 
the  declaration,  as  filed  or  as  it  may  be 
amended,  to  become  effective  as  provided 
in  Rule  U-23  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
promulgated  under  the  act,  or  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  grant  exemption  from  its 
rules  as  provided  in  Rules  U-20  (a)  and 
U-100  thereof,  or  take  such  other  action 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  OrVAL  L.  DuBoIS, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R,  Doc.  66-8089;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:46  a.  m.] 
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NOTICES 


I  Pile  No.  70-35151 

Manufacturers  Light  and  Heat  Co.  and 
Columbia  Gas  System,  Inc. 

NOTICE  OP  PROPOSED  EXCHANGE  OF  GAS  PROP¬ 
ERTIES  BETWEEN  SUBSIDIARY  AND  NON- 
AFFILIATE 

October  3, 1956. 

Notice  Is  hereby  given  that  The  Co¬ 
lumbia  Gas  System,  Inc.  (“Columbia”), 
a  registered  holding  company,  and  its 
wholly  owned  public  utility  subsidiary 
The  Manufacturers  Light  and  Heat  Com¬ 
pany  (“Manufacturers”) ,  a  Pennsylvania 
corporation,  have  filed  a  joint  applica¬ 
tion-declaration  pursuant  to  the  Public 
Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935 
(“act”) ,  designating  sections  9  (a) ,  9  (b) 
(1),  and  12  (d)  thereof  and  Rule  U-44 
thereunder  as  applicable  to  the  proposed 
transactions,  which  are  summarize  as 
follows: 

Pursuant  to  an  exchange  agreement 
dated  November  16, 1955,  between  Manu¬ 
facturers  and  Carnegie  Natural  Gas 
Company  (“Carnegie”),  a  non-aflBliated 
public  utility  company.  Manufacturers 
proposes  to  acquire  from  Carnegie  certain 
oil  and  gas  leases,  gas  wells,  pipelines, 
compressor  station  and  compressor  sta¬ 
tion  lot,  together  with  all  gas  reserves 
(estimated  at  1,600,000  Mcf ) ,  easements, 
rights  of  way,  and  rights  and  equipment 
appurtenant  thereto,  situated  in  Mar¬ 
shall  and  Wetzel  Counties,  West  Virginia, 
and  (as  to  one  lease  only)  in  Greene 
County,  Pennsylvania.  The  properties 
include  724  acres  of  unoperated  leases, 
1,519  acres  of  operated  leases  with  38 
producing  gas  wells,  two  gas  purchase 
contracts,  37  listed  pipelines  of  various 
lengths  and  dimensions,  and  a  compres¬ 
sor  station  with  lands,  structures,  piping, 
and  auxiliary  equipment. 

Manufacturers  desires  to  acquire  said 
properties  in  connection  with  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  its  Victory  Storage  Field 
for  the  underground  storage  of  gas. 

In  consideration  of  the  transfer  to  it 
of  the  properties  aforesaid.  Manufac¬ 
turers  proposes  to  transfer  to  Carnegie 
certain  oil  and  gas  leases,  gas  reserves 
(estimated  at  800,000  Mcf.),  wells  and 
pipelines  located  in  Washington  and 
Greene  counties,  Pennsylvania,  plus  a 
cash  consideration  of  $200,000.  Such 
properties  include  1,089  acres  of  operated 
leases  with  21  gas  wells,  and  21  listed 
pipelines  of  various  dimensions. 

Exclusive  of  gas  producing  leaseholds, 
the  properties  being  acquired  by  Manu¬ 
facturers  had  an  original  cost  of  $413,- 
329  on  Carnegie’s  books,  and  they  will 
be  recorded  on  Manufacturers’  books  at 
the  same  amount,  with  concurrent  credit 
to  depreciation  reserve  of  $174,705,  or  a 
net  original  cost  of  $238,624,  which  is 
equal  to  the  net  original  cost  of  the  prop¬ 
erties  being  transferred  to  Carnegie. 
Manufacturers  will  also  charge  its  gas 
plant  in  service  with  the  cash  considera¬ 
tion  of  $200,000  being  paid  to  Carnegie, 
as  a  part  of  the  leasehold  cost  of  the 
Victory  Storage  Field. 

The  proposed  transactions  have  been 
approved  by  the  Pennsylvania  Public 
Utility  Commission  and  the  Public  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission  of  West  Virginia. 

Declarants  estimate  their  respective 
expenses  in  connection  with  the  trans¬ 


actions  as  follows:  Manufacturers — 
$1,200,  including  $800  for  legal  fees;  Co¬ 
lumbia — $100. 

It  is  requested  that  the  Commission’s 
order  herein  be  made  effective  upon  issu¬ 
ance. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any  inter¬ 
ested  person  may,  not  later  than  October 
18,  1956,  at  5:30  p.  m.,  request  in  writ¬ 
ing  that  a  hearing  be  held  on  such  mat¬ 
ter,  stating  the  nature  of  his  interest, 
the  reasons  for  such  request,  and  the 
issues  of  fact  or  law,  if  any,  raised  by 
said  application-declaration  which  he 
desires  to  controvert;  or  he  may  request 
that  he  be  notified  if  the  Commission 
should  order  a  hearing  thereon.  Any 
such  request  should  be  addressed;  Sec¬ 
retary,  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington  25,  D.  C.  At  any 
time  after  said  date  said  application- 
declaration,  as  filed  or  as  amended,  may 
be  granted  and  permitted  to  become  ef¬ 
fective  as  provided  in  Rule  U-23  of  the 
rules  and  regulations  promulgated  under 
the  act,  or  the  Commission  may  grant 
exemption  from  its  rules  as  provided  in 
Rules  U-20  (a)  and  U-100,  or  take  such 
other  action  as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8090;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:46  a.'m.] 


[Pile  No.  70-3516] 

Lawrence  Electric  Co.  et  al. 

NOTICE  OF  filing  REGARDING  ISSUE  AND 
SALE  BY  SUBSIDIARIES  OF  A  REGISTERED 
HOLDING  COMPANY  OF  PROMISSORY  NOTES 
TO  BANKS  AND  TO  PARENT  COMPANY 

October  3, 1956. 

In  the  matter  of  Lawrence  Electric 
Company,  The  Lowell  Electric  Light 
Corporation,  Quincy  Electric  Company, 
Weymouth  Light  and  Power  Company, 
Worcester  County  Electric  Company, 
New  England  Electric  System;  Pile  No. 
70-3516. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  a  joint  ap¬ 
plication-declaration  has  been  filed  with 
this  Commission  pursuant  to  the  Public 
Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935 
(“act”)  by  New  England  Electric  System 
(“NEES”),  a  registered  holding  com¬ 
pany,  and  five  of  its  public-utility  sub¬ 
sidiary  companies,  namely,  Lawrence 
Electric  Company  (“Lawrence”),  The 
Lowell  Electric  Light  Corporation 
(“Lowell”),  Quincy  Electric  Company 
(“Quincy”),  Weymouth  Light  and  Power 
Company  (“Weymouth”),  and  Worcester 
County  Electric  Company  (“Worcester”) 
(hereinafter  collectively  referred  to  as 
“the  borrowing  companies”) .  NEES  and 
the  borrowing  companies  have  desig¬ 
nated  sections  7, 10  and  12  of  the  act  and 
Rules  U-42  (b) ,  U-43  (a) ,  U-45  and  U-50 
promulgated  thereunder  as  applicable 
to  the  proposed  transactions  which  are 
summarized  as  follows: 

The  Commission  has  heretofore  grant¬ 
ed  and  permitted  effectiveness  to  a  joint 
application-declaration  by  NEES  and 
certain  of  its  subsidiaries,  including  all 
the  subsidiaries  of  NEES  embraced  in 


the  Instant  application-declaration  ex¬ 
cept  Lowell.  (File  No.  70-3442)  By  the 
terms  of  that  prior  application-declara¬ 
tion  the  four  subsidiaries  (not  including 
Lowell)  embraced  in  the  instant  filing 
received  authorizations  to  have  out¬ 
standing  short-term  notes  to  banks  or 
to  NEES  in  an  aggregate  principal 
amount  not  to  exceed  $14,060,000.  By 
the  terms  of  the  instant  application- 
declaration  the  borrowing  companies  are 
seeking  to  have  the  authorized  aggregate 
amount  of  notes  to  be  outstanding  to  Tie 
increased  to  $15,875,000,  including  there¬ 
in  an  authorization  for  Lowell  in  the 
amount  of  $900,000. 

This  proposed  borrowing  of  $15,875,000 
will  be  distributed  among  the  borrowing 
companies  as  follows:  Lawrence,  $5,225,- 
000  (an  increase  of  $400,000) ;  Quincy, 
$1,900,000  (an  increase  of  $195,000) ; 
Weymouth,  $2,550,000  (an  increase  of 
$20,000) ;  Worcester,  $5,300,000  (an  in¬ 
crease  of  $300,000) ;  and  Lowell,  $900,000 
(Lowell  was  not  embraced  in  the  prior 
filing).  Of  this  total  borrowing,  $10,- 
525,000  will  be  from  NEEIS  and  the  bal¬ 
ance,  $5,350,000,  will  be  from  The  First 
National  Bank  of  Boston. 

The  proceeds  to  be  derived  from  the 
issuance  and  sale  of  the  proposed  notes 
will  be  used  by  the  borrowing  companies 
to  discharge  their  outstanding  notes  or 
to  pay  construction  costs. 

As  in  the  case  of  the  prior  application- 
declaration  the  notes  to  be  issued  will 
be  evidenced  by  promissory  notes  ma¬ 
turing  not  later  than  March  31,  1957, 
with  provisions  for  prior  payment  in 
whole  or  in  part  without  premium  and 
bearing  interest  at  not  in  excess  of  the 
prime  rate,  presently  4  percent  per  an¬ 
num,  charged  by  banks  for  similar  loans 
at  the  time  such  loans  are  made. 

'The  joint  application-declaration 
states  that  incidental  services  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  proposed  transactions 
will  be  performed  at  cost  by  New  England 
Power  Service  Company,  an  aflBliated 
service  company,  such  cost  being  esti¬ 
mated  not  to  exceed  $150  for  each  of  the 
parties  to  this  application-declaration, 
or  an  aggregate  of  $900. 

The  joint  application-declaration  fur¬ 
ther  states  that  no  State  commission  or 
Federal  commission  other  than  this 
Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
proposed  transaction. 

NEEIS  and  the  borrowing  companies 
request  that  the  Commission’s  order 
herein  become  effective  forthwith  upon 
issuance. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any  inter¬ 
ested  person  may,  not  later  than  October 
18,  1956,  at  5:30  p.  m.,  request  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  writing  that  a  hearing  be  held 
on  such  matter  stating  the  nature  of 
his  interest,  the  reasons  for  such  request, 
and  the  issues  of  fact  or  law,  if  any, 
raised  by  the  said  joint  application-dec¬ 
laration  which  he  desires  to  controvert, 
or  may  request  that  he  be  notified  if  the 
Commission  should  order  a  hearing 
thereon.  Any  such  request  should  be 
addressed:  Secretary,  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission,  Washington  25, 
D.  C.  At  any  time  after  said  date,  said 
joint  application-declaration,  as  filed  or 
as  amended,  may  be  granted  and  per¬ 
mitted  to  become  effective  as  provided  in 
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Rule  U>23  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
promulgated  under  the  act,  or  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  grant  exemption  from  its 
rules  as  provided  in  Rules  U-20  (a)  and 
U-100  or  take  such  other  action  as  it  may 
deem,  appropriate. 

By  the  Commission.  ' 

[SEAL]  ORVAL  L.  DUBOIS, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-8091;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 
8:47  a.  m.] 


[File  No.  70-35171 

Iroquois  Gas  Corp.  and  National  Fuel 
Gas  Co. 

NOTICE  OF  FILING  REGARDING  THE  SALE  OF 
GAS  UTILITY  ASSETS 

October,  3, 1956. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  National 
Fuel  Gas  Company  (“National”) ,  a  reg¬ 
istered  holding  company,  and  its  wholly- 
owned  public  utility  subsidiary,  Iroquois 
Gas  Corporation  (“Iroquois”),  have  filed 
a  declaration  with  this  Commission  under 
the  Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act 
of  1935  (“act”)  and ‘have  designated 
sections  12  (d)  and  27  (a)  of  the  act  and 
Rule  U-44  promulgated  thereunder  as 
applicable  to  the  proposed  transactions. 

All  interested  persons  are  referred  to 
said  declaration  which  is  on  file  in  the 
offices  of  this  Commission  for  a  statement 
of  the  proposed  transactions  and  the 
facts  contained  therein  which  are  sum¬ 
marized  as  follows: 

Iroquois  proposes  to  sell  to  New  York 
State  Electric  &  Gas  Corporation 
(“NYSEGC”),  a  non-affiliated  public 
utility  company,  its  natural  gas  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities  in  the  towns  of  Portage, 
Nunda  and  West  Sparta,  New  York  and 
the  eastern  portion  of  its  distribution 
system  in  the  town  of  Genesee  Falls,  New 
York,  together  with  the  gas  transmission 
line  running  from  Genesee  Falls  to  Dans, 
ville.  New  York,  for  a  price  equivalent  to 
the  original  cost  of  such  distribution  and 
transmission  properties  less  accrued  de¬ 
preciation  as  shown  on  the  books  of 
Iroquois,  which  depreciated  cost  at 
June  30,  1956,  amounted  to  $200,925.  A 
formal  agreement  for  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  these  properties  has  been  executed 
and  delivered  by  the  representative 
parties. 

No  brokers  are  involved  in  this  trans¬ 
action  and  no  commissions  will  be  pay¬ 
able  to  any  persons,  firm  or  corporation. 
No  fees  will  be  payable  in  connection 
with  the  proposed  transaction  except 
legal  fees  which  are  estimated  at  $500 
to  Messrs.  Stryker,  Tams  &  Horner,  at¬ 
torneys  for  National,  and  $1,500  to 
Messrs.  Kenefick,  Bass,  Letchworth, 
Baldy  &  Phillips,  attorneys  for  Iroquois. 

The  declaration  states  that  the  New 
York  Public  Service  Commission  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  proposed  sale  by 
Iroquois  and  over  the  exercise  of  fran¬ 
chises  in  the  municipalities  involved; 
that  the  FPC  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
termination  by  Iroquois  of  the  sale  at 
wholesale  of  gas  to  NYSEGC  and  the 
purchase  by  NYSEGC  of  such  gas  di¬ 
rectly  from  New  York  State  Natural  Gas 


Corporation;  and  that  applications  are 
pending  before  both  commissions  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  proposed  transaction. 
The  declaration  further  states  that  no 
State  or  Federal  commission  in  addition 
to  those  above  named,  other  than  this 
Commission,  is  believed  to  have  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  the  proposed  transactions. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any  per¬ 
son  may,  not  later  than  October  17,  at 
5:30  p.  m.,  request  the  Commission  in 
writing  that  a  hearing  be  held  on  such 
matter,  stating  the  nature  of  his  interest, 
the  reasons  for  such  request,  and  the  is¬ 
sues  of  fact  or  law  raised  by  said  filing 
which  he  desires  to  controvert,  or  he 
may  request  that  he  be  notified  if  the 
Commission  should  order  a  hearing 
thereon.  Any  such  request  should  be 
addressed:  Secretary,  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission,  Washington  25, 
D.  C.  At  any  time  after  said  date,  the 
declaration  as  filed  or  as  it  may  here¬ 
after  be  amended,  may  be  granted  as 
provided  in  Rule  U-23  of  the  rules  and 
regulations  promulgated  under  the  act, 
or  the  Commission  may  grant  exemption 
from  its  rules  as  provided  in  Rules  U-20 
(a)  and  U-100  or  take  such  other  action 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8092;  Filed.  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:47  a.  m.] 


[File  No.  70-3518] 

Natural  Gas  Company  of  West  Virginia 
and  Columbia  Gas  System,  Inc. 

notice  of  proposed  transfer  of  natural 
gas  properties  by  subsidiary  to 
associate  company  in  furtherance  of 
system’s  realignment  program 

October  3, 1956. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  The  Colum¬ 
bia  Gas  System,  Inc.  (“Columbia”),  a 
registered  holding  company,  and  its 
wholly  owned  subsidiary.  Natural  Gas 
Company  of  West  Virginia  (“Natural 
Gas”),  a  public  utility  company  doing 
business  in  Ohio,  have  filed  a  declaration 
pursuant  to  the  Public  Utility  Holding 
Company  Act  of  1935  (“act”),  designat¬ 
ing  section  12  thereof  and  Rule  U-43 
thereunder  as  applicable  to  the  proposed 
transaction,  which  is  summarized  as 
follows: 

Natural  Gas  will  sell  and  convey  the 
following  assets  to  The  Manufacturers 
Light  and  Heat  Company  (“Manufac¬ 
turers”)  ,  also  a  wholly  owned  public  util¬ 
ity  subsidiary  of  Columbia,  whose  oper¬ 
ations  adjoin  those  of  Natural  Gas  on  the 
east: 

(a)  The  McFarland  Gas  Production 
Field,  located  in  Madison  and  St.  Clair 
Townships,  Columbiana  County,  Ohio, 
comprising  25  operating  wells  and  the 
associated  well  lines,  field  gathering  lines, 
measuring  and  regulating  equipment  and 
drilling  equipment,  and  approximately 
7,000  feet  of  six-inch  and  3,800  feet  of 
eight-inch  transmission  lines;  and 

(b)  Approximately  5.4  miles  of  eight- 
inch  pipeline  in  Pultney  and  Pease  Town¬ 


ships,  Belmont  County,  Ohio,  together 
with  the  measuring  station,  meter  and 
services  associated  therewith. 

The  facilities  to  be  sold  constitute  only 
a  minor  part  of  the  utility  assets  of 
Natural  Gas.  They  are  located  in  the 
Ohio-Pennsylvania  border  area  and  are 
already  integrated  with  Manufacturers’ 
eastern  Ohio  operations. 

The  proposed  conveyance  constitutes 
an  interm^iate  step  in  Columbia’s  sys¬ 
tem-wide  realignment  program,  whose 
ultimate  objective  is  to  transfer  to  a 
single  operating  company  all  production 
and  interstate  transmission  properties 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  and  to  consolidate 
the  distribution  facilities  within  each 
State  in  a  single  company  subject  to  the 
appropriate  State  commission. 

Natural  Gas  will  sell  and  Manufac¬ 
turers  will  record  the  said  properties  at 
the  book  value  (original  cost)  less  the 
book  reserves  for  depreciation  and  deple¬ 
tion  applicable  thereto.  At  June  30, 1956, 
such  amount  was  stated  to  be  $127,955. 
Manufacturers  will  pay  for  such  proper¬ 
ties  with  cash  from  its  general  funds. 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  of 
Ohio,  which  has  jurisdiction  in  the 
premises,  has  approved  the  sale  of  said 
properties  by  Natural  Gas  and  their  ac¬ 
quisition  by  Manufacturers.  Columbia 
states  that  the  acquisition  by  Manufac¬ 
turers  is  therefore  exempt  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Commission  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  9  (b)  of  the  act. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  has 
authorized  Natural  Gas  to  abandon 
wholesale  service  through  the  certifi¬ 
cated  facilities  and  has  issued  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity 
authorizing  Manufacturers  to  acquire 
and  operate  such  facilities. 

The  fees  and  expenses  to  be  incurred 
by  the  declarants  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  transaction  will  be  supplied  by 
amendment. 

It  is  requested  that  the  Commission 
issue  its  order  as  soon  as  possible  after 
the  filing  of  the  final  amendment  herein. 

Notice  is  further  given  that  any  in¬ 
terested  person  may,  not  later  than  Oc¬ 
tober  18,  1956,  at  5:30  p.  m.,  request  in 
writing  that  a  hearing  be  held  on  such 
matter,  stating  the  nature  of  his  inter¬ 
est,  the  reasons  for  such  request,  and  the 
issues  of  fact  or  law,  if  any,  raised  by 
the  declaration  which  he  desires  to  con¬ 
trovert;  or  he  may  request  that  he  be 
notified  if  the  Commission  should  order 
a  hearing  thereon.  Any  such  request 
.should  be  addressed:  Secretary,  Securi¬ 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.  C.  At  any  time  after  said 
date  the  declaration,  as  filed  or  as 
amended,  may  be  permitted  to  become 
effective  as  provided  in  Rule  U-23  of  the 
rules  and  regulations  promulgated  under 
the  act,  or  the  Commission  may  grant 
exemption  from  its  rules  as  provided  in 
Rules  U-20  (a)  and  U-100,  or  take  such 
other  action  as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

(F.  R.  Doc.  56-8093;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:47  a.  m.j 
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NOTICES 


[File  No.  24D-18161 
Uranium  Technicians  Corp. 

ORDER  TEBIPORARILY  SUSPENDING  EXEMP¬ 
TION,  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  THEREFOR 

AND  NOTICE  OF  OPPORTUNITY  FOR 

HEARING 

October  3,  1956. 

I.  Uranium  Technicians  Corporation, 
a  Utah  corporation,  1101  South  State, 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  having  filed  with 
the  Commission  on  June  30, 1955,  a  noti¬ 
fication  on  Form  1-A  and  offering  cir¬ 
cular,  and  subsequently  having  filed 
amendments  thereto,  relating  to  an  of¬ 
fering  of  30,000,000  shares  of  its  no  par 
value  common  stock  at  1  cent  per  share 
for  an  aggregate  of  $300,000,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  obtaining  an  exemption  from  the 
registration  requirements  of  the  Securi¬ 
ties  Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  3  (b)  thereof, 
and  Regulation  A  promulgated  there¬ 
under;  and 

II.  The  Commission  having  reason¬ 
able  cause  to  believe  that  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  Regulation  A  have  not  been 
complied  with  in  that 

A.  More  than  $300,000  in  offering  price 
of  securities  have  been  or  would  be  of¬ 
fered  under  the  Regulation  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  Rule  217. 

B.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  contain  untrue  statements  of  mate¬ 
rial  facts  and  omit  to  state  material  facts 
necessary  in  order  to  make  the  state¬ 
ments  made  in  the  light  of  the  circum¬ 
stances  under  which  they  are  made,  not 
misleading  in  the  following  respects; 

1.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  refiect  an  imderwriting  agreement 
with  Ackerson-Hackett  Investment  Com¬ 
pany,  whereas  such  underwriting  agree¬ 
ment  has  beeen  terminated  by  the  mutual 
consent  of  the  parties. 

2.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  state  that  Mr.  Tommy  Thompson 
owns  400,000  shares  of  capital  stock  of 
the  company  which  was  issued  to  him 
for  $4,000  in  cash,  whereas  such  shares 
are  held  by  Mr.  Thompson  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  approximately  27  persons  who  con¬ 
tributed  some  $4,000  for  such  shares,  and 
later  paid  additional  cash.  These  per¬ 
sons  were  subsequently  issued  1,500,000 
shares  by  the  company,  which  is  not  dis¬ 
closed  in  the  notification  or  offering 

'  circular. 

3.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  show  certain  shares  issued  in  the 
names  of  Messrs.  Gressman,  Horton  and 
Price,  officers  and  directors  of  the  issuer, 
whereas  it  appears  that  Messrs.  Horton 
and  Price  have  assigned  their  shares 
(held  in  escrow  by  the  Utah  Securities 
Commission)  to  Mr.  Gressman  and  have 
resigned  from  the  board  of  directors, 
which  facts  are  not  disclosed. 

4.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  do  not  disclose  the  fact  that  1,500,000 
shares  of  stock  were  issued  to  a  party  in 
Oklahoma  in  consideration  of  the  receipt 
by  the  company  of  certain  oil  properties. 

5.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  do  not  disclose  that  Mr.  Gressman 
received  1,000,000  shares  of  the  com¬ 
pany’s  stock  from  George  Willis  Smith 
of  Stockton,  Utah,  and  sold  500,000  of 
such  shares  to  the  public  consisting  of 
approximately  11  persons. 


6.  The  notification  and  offering  circu¬ 
lar  do  not  disclose  that  the  required  as¬ 
sessment  work  for  the  year  1956  had  not 
been  performed  on  any  of  the  claims 
represented  in  the  offering  circular  as 
held  by  the  company,  nor  was  it  dis¬ 
closed  that  unless  such  work  was  per¬ 
formed  by  July  1,  1956,  the  issuer  would 
forfeit  its  right  to  the  claims. 

C.  The  use  of  the  notification  and  of¬ 
fering  circular  without  disclosing  the 
above  facts  would  operate  as  a  fraud 
and  deceit  upon  prospective  purchasers. 

HI.  It  is  ordered,  Pursuant  to  Rule 
223  (a)  of  the  general  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  under  the  Securities  Act  of  1933, 
as  amended,  that  the  exemption  under 
Regulation  A  be,  and  it  is  hereby  tem¬ 
porarily  suspended. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  any  per¬ 
sons  having  any  interest  in  the  matter 
may  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  a  written  request  for  hearing; 
that,  within  20  days  after  receipt  of  such 
request,  the  Commission  will,  or  at  any 
time  upon  its  own  motion  may,  set  the 
matter  down  for  hearing  at  a  place  to 
be  designated  by  the  Commission  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether  this 
Order  of  Suspension  should  be  vacated 
or  made  permanent,  without  prejudice, 
however,  to  the  consideration  and  pres¬ 
entation  of  additional  matters  at  the 
hearing;  and  that  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  for  said  hearing  will  be  promptly 
given  by  the  Commission. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  ORVAL  L.  DuBOIS, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8094;  Filed,  Oct.  8,  1956; 

8:47  a.  m.] 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION 

[Declaration  of  Disaster  Area  118] 
Louisiana 

DECLARATION  OF  DISASTER  AREA 

Whereas  it  has  been  reported  that  on 
or  about  September  23  and  September 
24, 1956,  because  of  the  disastrous  effects 
of  a  hurricane,  damage  resulted  to  resi¬ 
dences  and  business  property  located  in 
certain  areas  in  the  State  of  Louisiana; 

Whereas  the  Small  Business  Admin¬ 
istration  has  investigated  and  has  re¬ 
ceived  other  reports  of  investigations  of 
conditions  in  the  areas  affected;  and 

Whereas  after  reading  and  evaluating 
reports  of  such  conditions,  I  find  that 
the  conditions  in  such  areas  constitute  a 
catastrophe  within  the  purview  of  the 
Small  Business  Act  of  1953,  as  amended: 

Now,  therefore,  as  Administrator  of 
the  Small  Business  Administration,  I 
hereby  determine  that: 

1.  Applications  for  disaster  loans  under 
the  provisions  of  section  207  (b)  (1)  of 
the  Small  Business  Act  of  1953,  as 
amended,  may  be  received  and  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  Offices  below  indicated  from 
persons  or  firms  whose  property  situated 
in  the  following  parishes  (including  any 
areas  adjacent  to  the  parishes  below 
named)  suffered  damage  or  other  de¬ 
struction  as  a  result  of  the  catastrophe 
above  referred  to: 


Parishes  of:  Lafourche,  St.  Charles;  Small 
Business  Administration  Regional  Office, 
1114  Commerce  Street,  Dallas  2,  Tex. 

Parishes  of:  Jefferson,  Plaquemines,  St. 
Bernard,  Orleans;  SmaU  Business  Admin¬ 
istration  Branch  Office,  Masonic  Temple 
Building,  Room  718,  333  St.  Charles  Street. 
New  Orleans  12,  La. 

2.  No  special  field  office  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  at  this  time. 

3.  Applications  for  disaster  loans 
under  the  authority  of  this  Declaration 
will  not  be  accepted  subsequent  to  March 
31, 1957. 

Dated:  September  28, 1956. 

Wendell  B.  Barnes, 
Administrator. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-8097;  Piled,  Oct.  8,  1956; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

Fourth  Section  Applications  for 
Relief 

October  4, 1956. 

Protests  to  the  granting  of  an  applica¬ 
tion  must  be  prep8,red  in  accordance  with 
Rule  40  of  the  general  rules  of  practice 
(49  CT’R  1.40)  and  filed  within  15  days 
from  the  date  of  publication  of  this  no¬ 
tice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

long-and-short  haul  ' 

FSA  No.  32702:  Superphosphate — 
Southwest  to  western  trunk  line  terri¬ 
tory.  Filed  by  F.  C.  Kratzmeir,  Agent, 
for  interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on 
superphosphate,  not  defiuorinated  super¬ 
phosphate,  nor  feed  grade  superphos¬ 
phate,  carloads  from  specified  points  in 
Arkansas,  Louisiana,  southern  Missouri, 
New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas,  to 
points  in  western  trunk-line  territory. 

Grounds  for  rehef :  Short-line  distance 
formula,  change  in  commodity  descrip¬ 
tion,  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  166  to  Agent 
Kratzmeir’s  I.  C.  C.  4112. 

FSA  No.  32703:  Cake  or  meal — West 
Memphis,  Ark.,  to  Louisiana  ports. 
Filed  by  F.  C.  Kratzmeir,  Agent,  for 
interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  soy¬ 
bean  cake  or  meal,  carloads  from  West 
Memphis,  Ark.,  to  Baton  Rouge  and 
New  Orleans,  La.,  for  export. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  35  to  Agent  Kratz¬ 
meir’s  I.  C.  C.  3984. 

FSA  No.  32704:  Lime — Mosher  and  Ste. 
Genevieve,  Mo.,  to  Boutte,  La.  Filed  by 
F.  C.  Kratzmeir,  Agent,  for  interested 
rail  carriers.  Rates  on  hme,  carloads 
from  Mosher  and  Ste.  Genevieve,  Mo., 
to  Boutte,  La. 

Grounds  for  rehef:  Short-line  distance 
formula  and  cu’cuity. 

Tariff:  Supplement  35  to  Agent  Kratz¬ 
meir’s  I.  C.  C.  4021. 

FSA  No.  32705:  Hides,  pelts  and 
skins — southern  to  eastern  points.  Filed 
by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested 
^ail  carriers.  Rates  on  hides,  pelts  and 
skins,  carloads  from  specified  points  in 
Florida,  Kentucky,  South  Carolina  and 
Tennessee  to  specified  points  in  New 
Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania. 
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Grounds  for  relief :  Short-line  distance 
formula  and  circuity. 

Tariff:  Supplement  3  to  Agent  Span- 
inger’s  1.  C.  C.  1539. 

FSA  No.  32706:  Livestock — Greenville, 
Miss.,  to  lewa  and  Nebraska  points. 
Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for 
interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  live¬ 
stock,  consisting  of  cattle,  calves,  hogs, 
goats,  and  sheep  in  single-deck  cars,  and 
calves,  goats,  hogs  and  sheep,  in  double¬ 
deck  cars  from  Greenville,  Miss.,  to  Des 
Moines  and  Waterloo,  Iowa,  Omaha  and 
South  Omaha,  Nebr. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Truck  and  truck- 
rail  competition,  and  circuitious  routes. 

Tariff :  Supplement  232  to  Agent  Span- 
inger’s  I.  C.  C.  1351. 

FSA  No.  32707;  Barite — Georgia  and 
Tennessee  points  to  Louisiana  points. 
Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  in¬ 
terested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  barite 
(barytes),  ground,  carloads  from  Car- 
tersville,  Ga.,- Athens,  Tenn.,  and  other 
specified  points  in  Georgia  and  Tennessee 
to  Crowley,  Franklin,  Lake  Charles  and 
New  Iberia,  La. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Market  competi¬ 
tion,  maintenance  of  origin  group  rela¬ 
tions,  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  66  to  Agent  Span- 
inger’s  I.  C.  C.  1299. 

FSA  No.  32708:  Basic  slag — Ensley, 
Ala.,  to  Alabama  points.  Filed  by  O.  W. 
South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  ground  open  hearth  basic 


slag,  carloads,  from  Ensley,  Ala.,  to  Bar- 
achias,  Dingley,  Goshen,  Hallsville,  Lon¬ 
don,  Montgomery,  Perry’s  Mill,  Pikes 
Road,  and  Steiner.  Ala. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Circuitous  routes 
through  intermediate  points  in  Georgia. 

Tariff :  Supplement  45  to  Agent  Span- 
inger’s  I.  C.  C.  1510. 

FSA  No.  32709:  Sugar— Port  WenU 
worth  and  Savannah,  Ga.,  to  South 
Carolina  points.  Filed  by  O.  W. 
South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  sugar,  carloads,  from 
Port  Wentworth  and  Savannah,  Ga.,  to 
Allendale,  Barton,  Charleston,  Conway 
and  Pregnall,  S.  C. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Motor  truck  com¬ 
petition,  and  circuity. 

Tariff:  Supplement  324  to  Alternate 
Agent  Marque’s  I.  C.  C.  380. 

FSA  No.  32710 :  Logs — Alabama  points 
to  Greensboro,  N.  C.  Filed  by  O.  W. 
South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  logs,  native  wood,  car¬ 
loads  from  Brewton  and  Castleberry, 
Ala.,  to  Greensboro,  N.  C. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  133  to  Agent  Span- 
inger’s  I.  C.  C.  1293. 

FSA  No.  32711:  Liquefied  petroleum 
gas — Canton,  Ohio,  to  Buffalo,  N.  Y, 
Filed  by  H.  R.  Hinsch,  Agent,  for  inter¬ 
ested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  liquefied 
petroleum  gas,  tank-car  loads  from  Can¬ 
ton,  Ohio  to  Buffalo,  N.  Y. 


Grounds  for  relief:  Short-line  distance 
formula,  truck  competition,  and  cir¬ 
cuitous  routes.  ' 

Tariff:  Supplement  107  to  '  Agent 
Hinsch’s  I.  C.  C.  4446. 

FSA  No.  32712:  Sodium  phosphates  to 
Balir,  Tenn.,  and  Palatka,  Fla.  Filed  by 
C.  W.  Boin,  Agent,  for  interested  rail 
carriers.  Rates  on  phosphate  of  soda, 
di-sodium  phosphate,  and  tri-sodium 
phosphate,  carloads  from  specified 
points  in  Delaware,  New  Jersey,  and 
Pennsylvania  to  Blair,  Tenn.,  and  Palat¬ 
ka,  Fla. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Short-line  dis¬ 
tance  formula  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff :  Supplement  24  to  Agent 

Boin’s  I.  C.  C.  A-1079. 

FSA  No.  32713 :  Sodium  phosphates  to 
Bogalusa,  La.  Filed  by  C.  W.  Boin, 
Agent,  for  interested  rail  carriers.  Rates 
on  phosphate  of  soda,  di-sodium  phos¬ 
phate,  and  tri-sodium  phosphate,  car¬ 
loads  from  specified  points  in  Delaware, 
New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  to  Boga¬ 
lusa,  La. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Short-line  dis¬ 
tance  formula,  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  24  to  Agent 

Boin’s  I.  C.  C.  A-1079. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  Haroid  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  66-8098;  Filed,  Oct  8,  1956; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


